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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

In the past year, the Texas Department of Human Services 
(DHS) conducted eight projects that present creative ideas to 
develop, strengthen, and carry out programs for prevention and 
'.reatment of child abuse and neglect. (Project titles and locations 
arc shov/n in figure 1). 



PROJECT GOALS 

The goals of eight projects, funded by Part I of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act (Public Law 93-247, as ammended), 
are as follows: 

o developing innovative child abuse and neglect programs for 
volunteers and private agencies; 

o developing innovative child abuse and neglect programs for 
adolescents; 

o strengthening the quality of child abuse and neglect services 
through competency- based and specialized training 
programs and through automated performance tracking; 

o . developing an Interagency Child Abuse Netword (ICAN) in 
conjunction with the criminal justice system; and 

o developing models and program designs for planning and 
delivering :hild abuse and neglect services and for allocat- 
ing resources. 



PROJECT NAME AND TYPE OF REPORT 

This report is one in a series of eight separately packaged 
reports on the following demonstration projects, five of which are 
ending this year (final reports) and three of which will continue for 
another year (annual reports): 

o Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention (final report); 

o Advanced Job Skills Training (annual report); 

o Family-Centered, Home-Based Intervention for Protective 
Services-Clients (final report); 
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LEGEND 



A. Life Skills for Adolescents 
(Region 1) 

B. Automated Performance and Produc 
tivity Improvement (Region 10) 

Interagency Child Abuse and 
Advocacy Services (Region 9) 



Family-Centered, Home-Based 
Intervention (Region 11) 

E. Therapeutic 90-Day Emergency 
Foster Homes (Region 5) 




F. Child Abuse and Neglect 
Prevention (Region 11) 

G. Advanced Job Skills Training 
(State Office) 



H. Disabled Infants Project (State Office) \— : — ' 



I. Training and Technical Assistance Project 
(State Office) 



Figure 1. Location of projects by DHS region (or state office — located in DHS 
Region 6) 



c Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im- 
provement (final report); 

o Life Skills for Adolescents (final report); 

o Therapeutic 90-Day Emergency Foster Homes (final report); 

o Interagency Child Abuse Network (annual report); and 

o Advocacy Services (annual report). 



SELECTION AND ADMINISTRATION 

Priorities from DHS's long-range plan provided the basis for 
selection of the eight projects to be demonstrated, and project results 
will be used in planning improvements in systems for delivering 
child protective services (CPS). 

Six projects were managed by various DHS regions, and two 
were run by the Protective Services for Families and Children 
(PSFC) Branch at DHS headquarters in Austin. 

Three of the projects-Interagency Child Abuse Network, Ad- 
vocacy Services, and Family-Centered, Home-Based Intervention- 
were cooperative ventures between DHS and community-based or- 
ganizations (for the first two projects, with the Alamo Area Council 
of Governments and the Bexar County District Attorney's Office of 
San Antonio; for the third project, with DePelchin Children's Center 
of Houston). 

The Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im- 
provement Project was conducted in DHS's Region 10, the Life Skills 
for Adolescents Project in Region 1, and the Therapeutic 90-Day 
Emergency Foster Homes Project in Region 5. 

The projects entitled Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention and 
Advanced Job Skills Trainig operated out of the PSFC Branch at 
DHS headquarters in Austin. 



FOR MORE INFORMATION 

Each of the eight annual or final reports may be obtained by 
contacting- 
Texas Department of Human Resources 

Office of Strategic Management, Research, and Development 

P.O. Box 2960-Mail Code 234-E 

Austin, Texas 78769 

Telephone Number (512) 450-3646 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Project Purpose. The Automated Performance Tracking and 
Productivity Improvement Project was designed by staff members in 
Region 10 01 the Texas Department of Human Services (DHS). The 
project was developed to enhance the productivity and efficiency of 
child protective services (CPS) staff and to enable the region to bet- 
ter meet federal and state performance guidelines. 

Report Contents. This final Report, a process description, 
describes the methods used to establish the automated system for 
measuring productivity and techniques used to train managerial 
staff in solving problems that might be identified when the system is 
fully operational. 

Included in the report are flowcharts describing intake, in-home, 
and conservatorship services. The writers of the report also make 
recommendation about methods to enhance service delivery and 
about future statistical analysis of tracking system data. 

System Implementation. The system has begun to serve as a 
mechanism to track individual and regional achievement of 
statewide performance standards and workload measures and to as- 
sist in identification of areas where corrective action is needed. 
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GLOSSARY 



CAP-Corrective Action Plan; a plan of action indicated when staff 
performance is below expected levels 

Conservatorship (CVS) case-(a!so referred to in some tracking sys- 
tem documentation as substitute care or subcare)— case in which 
DHS has legally assumed parental rights and responsibilities; of- 
ten involves placement in foster (substitute) care; for three CVS 
reading guides, see Appendix B 

CPS unit supervisor-child protective services first-line manager 
CVS— see conservatorship case 

Generic workload standards«(a!so referred to in some system 
documentation simply as workload standards)«the combination 
of number and type of cases that CPS specialists are expected to 
carry (plus any additional duties) 

in-home case-(a!so referred to in some system documentation as an 
ongoing case-case in which the child remains in the family's 
home while the CPS specialist begins providing services to the 
child/family after investigation reveals abuse or neglect 

intake/investigation case-CPS specialist's initial contact with child 
alleged to have been abused or neglected; for three case reading 
guides, see Appendix B 

Minimum standards-in tracking system documentation, this term 
refers to program standards for conservatorship cases in which 
the child has been placed in substitute care 

ongoing case-see in-home case 

PD—program director, second-line manager 

Program standards— specified procedures that CPS specialists are ex- 
pected to perform on assigned cases 

RA-regional administrator (manages one of 10 DHS administrative 
regions) 

Reading guides-checklists used to determine whether program 
standards have been met 



ix 




Regional office-headquarters for one of 10 DHS administrative 
regions 



State office— DHS headquarters located in Austin, Texas 

Substitute care (or subcare)— see conservatorship case 

Uniform tasks and standards— Form 4040 (Performance and 
Development Plan and Evaluation) used to assess CPS specialist's 
job performance 
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1. BACKGROUND AND ORIGIN 



The Automated Performance Tracking and Productivity Im- 
provement Project was largely conceptualized in early 1984, when 
Region 10 administrative staff in child protective services (CPS) be- 
came aware of the availability of P.L. 93-247 grant funds that would 
finance special projects. 

For several years before 1984, Region 10 had been developing 
and refining a Management Information System (MIS), which had 
begun very simply by attempting to provide worker and supervisory 
staff with automated tools to keep track of certain significant 
licensing standards. The MIS had virtually replaced the numerous 
tickler systems that had previously existed in local offices as 
reminders of the need to secure medical exams, dental exams, TB 
tests, and other key licensing requirements. 

"For the MIS manager, the regional director, and other CPS staff, 
it seemed that the development of a system to track and document 
worker performance and compliance with program standares was a 
logical extension of the existing MIS. 

1.1 REGIONAL MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY 

Since the implementation of the MIS, regional administrative 
staff had been developing a philosophy about managing service 
delivery. One basic premise was that improving services to clients 
should be the region's central focus. 

Keeping this premise in mind, Region 10 administrators drew up 
a list of qualities that they wanted in an automated performance 
tracking system. 

1. Aggregate data from caseloads would be available as needed 
if the client data are collected correctly. 

2. Feedback to all levels of staff on their performance should 
be frequent, regular, and based on actual performance. 

3. Performance expectations should be as high as possible but 
fair. 

4. CPS specialists are professionals and should be treated as 
such by supervisors, both in expectations of performance 
and development of skills. 

5. Supervisors are managers, not "super workers," and their 
time should be spent on administrative tasks rather than ac- 
tual casework. 
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6. Performance evaluations should be based on actual perfor- 
mance of casework rather than on random range or subjec- 
tive criteria. 

Through a grant awarded to the Region 10 Child Welfare Board, 
the region had previously secured the necessary hardware to support 
the system. Technical expertise of DHS staff and consultants had 
previously been acquired as other parts of the MIS were brought in- 
house. 



1.2 COMMITMENT OF REGIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

Other key ingredients in the successful implementation of this 
project were the commitment of the regional administrator, the 
regional director (RD) for CPS, and both program directors (PDs) for 
CPS). The RD routinely went over the tracking system reports. He 
communicated directly with the PDs about what he saw in the 
reports. Both PDs were in constant and intensive communication 
with CPS supervisors to show that the region fully expected them to 
do the required reading of cases. Areas of resistance or inadequacy 
were addressed by all levels of management as they were identified. 

This commitment to improving the quality and quantity of serv- 
ices delivered is essential to the success of a project of this type, 
which involves a restructuring of the supervisory role in every unit. 
Without complete commitment to improving service delivery, the 
project would have failed miserably because the normal reaction to a 
new approach is activQ and passive resistance. 



1.3 STATEWIDE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

At the same period of time, program standards from DHS's 
headquarters staff in Austin and directives from federal legislation 
(Public Law 96-272, Section 427 of the Adoption Assistance and 
Child Welfare Act of 1980) begun to affect delivery of CPS 
throughout the state. 

P.L. 93-247 encourages states to prevent the unnecessary removal 
of children from their homes and to reunify foster children with 
their families> by making state eligibility for Social Security Act 
Title IV-B and Title IV-E funds contingent upon the performance of 
specific services and legal protections for children and their families. 

Performing the services called for by P.L. 93-247 requires a well- 
trained and highly skilled worker staff directed by supervisors who 
are keenly aware of each worker's capabilities and training needs. 

Also during the same time period DHS's central Personnel Divi- 
sion developed a set of uniform tasks and standards for protective 
service workers-Form 4040 (see Appendix A). 

2 



14 



1.4 OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PROJECT 



With these developments as a base, Region 10 managers thought 
it was possible to strengthen the quality of services for child abuse 
and neglect through competency-based and specialized training 
programs. Another goal to be addressed was the development of a 
system for formulating caseload limits and proper caseload mix. 
Thus, efforts w-ere directed toward establishing a consensus on the 
number and difficulty of cases a worker or unit could handle 
efficiently. 

Project planners anticipated that electronic tracking of in- 
dividual and regional performance would give CPS 1 administrative 
staff accurate and current data about staff productivity patterns. 
These data were expected to enable early implementation of correc- 
tive action measures and to give individuals and units concrete ex- 
pectations about job performance. 

Wivh the awarding of the two-year P.L. 93-247 grant, the project 
staff was prepared to expand upon its theories and define a goal and 
objectives. 



2. PROJECT GOAL AND OBJECTIVES 

The project's planners had established their philosphical base 
and had articulated their desire for CPS managers and ad- 
ministrators to be able to establish empirical measures of adequate, 
inadequate, and exemplary performance. These desires were 
expressed in the project's goal-to develop a system that tracks in- 
dividual and regional performance of uniform tasks and standards; 
to identify adequate and inadequate worker performance; and to 
help managers identify areas where either corrective action or for- 
mal recognition is called for. 

This tripartite goa! represented the thinking of the region's CPS 
administrators about the need to apply advanced data gathering and 
analysis methods to the issue of planning for higher productivity 
from program staff. 

To achieve this goal, project planners set five first-year 
objectives: 

1. to interface program standards (Appendix B) and work load 
standards with the uniform personnel tasks and standards 
(Appendix A); 

2. to develop electronic tracking mechanisms for as many per- 
formance items as possible; 



3. to develop and program computer-generated output reports 
on the quantity of performance at regional, unit, and 
worker levels; 

4. to develop a model of adequate performance based on work 
load standards and caseload mix; and 

5. to research and provide a training module that would teach 
managers how best to use the newly developed performance 
evaluation process. 



3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 



3.1 COMMITTEE PROCESS 

The successful completion of the Automated Performance 
Tracking and Productivity Improvement Project was the result of 
numerous factors. The availability of the technical resources was 
obviously important. Another significant factor was the use of two 
committees that helped direct the planning, reviewed progress, and 
provided necessary information for the project director. 



3.2 STATEWIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Because the project might have statewide implications for DHS 
personnel performance evaluation, and in order to ensure compliance 
with policy and law, a statewide advisory committee was formed, 
consisting of the region 10 and 6 RDs for Services to Families and 
Children; the Region 10 MIS manager; and-from DHS's state 
(central) off ice— representatives of the Personnel Division, the Of- 
fice of Field Management, and the Protective Services for Families 
and Children (PSFC) Branch. 



3.3 REGIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Within Region 10, a regional advisory committee was formed, 
containing at least one member from each CPS unit, a member of the 
contract management staff, and an administrator. The initial work 
of the regional committee was to introduce and become familiar 
with the concepts of productivity improvement and automated per- 
formance tracking. Later, the group worked on additional issues in- 
cluding management concepts, programming problems, implementa- 
tion strategies, and overall project progress. 
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During the second year of the project the committee was 
reduced in size but still comprised the MIS manager, the project 
director, the supervisor for each CPS unit, and the region's two PDs 
for CPS. The committee's work in its second year consisted largely 
of planning for validation and implementation, and it was felt that 
a group of this size would be most productive in working through 
these issues. The regional committee also recieved information on- 
technical issues from the programming and management consultants 
and the regional case analyst. 

It is difficult to overemphasize how important the input of the 
committees was in the planning, development, implementation, and 
evaluation of this project. Since the members represented all levels 
of the CPS program, there appeared to be greater acceptance of the 
various phases of the project with the other members of the regional 
CPS phases of the project with the other members of the regional CPS 
staff. As a result, most caseworkers and supervisors cooperated fully 
and were enthusiastic about the benefits of the project. 



4. TRAINING MODULE 

Among the initial objectives of the project was to provide a 
training module for managers on use of the new performance 
evaluation process and subsequently to develop and pilot an in- 
dividualized training module for caseworkers, based on specific 
needs as identified by performance inadequacies. 

The managers participated in a series of training sessions, which 
began near the midpoint of the project's first year. This training 
was primarily directed at managerial style and the ability of the 
manager to perform as a facilitator, evaluator, and trainer. For 
many in the managers group there was a need to rethink their entire 
perception of the role and goals of supervision. For others, training 
provided the first systemized effort to define and develop the 
responsibilities of the supervisor. 



4.1 MANAGERIAL TRAINING 

The project director and the MIS manager, with the approval of 
the RD, sought a training module that would meet the needs of the 
supervisory group and provide a common foundation for all. After 
considerable research a module was eventually purchased from a 
Texas-based human resources firm. 

4.1.1 Training Content and Approach. This module included 
topics such as "Supervision Skills"; "Communication: the Key to 
Effectiveness"; "Supervisory Styles"; "Increasing Productivity 11 ; and 
"Team-Based Problem Solving."- Each topic in the module centered 
on methods that the supervisors could use to enhance their effec- 
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tiveness as leaders and as members of the regional supervisory team. 
The major elements of the training stressed self-awareness and ef- 
fective problem solving through communication. 

The training was presented over an eight-month period and 
combined lectures on topics related to supervision and productivity 
with role playing and behavioral assessments. The training atmos- 
phere was deliberately relaxed, low key, and nonthreatening. The 
trainers coached the participants toward greater achievement and 
thereby served as role models for the participating supervisors to en- 
courage their employees towards self-improvement and greater 
productivity. 

4.1.2 Assessing Management Style. The most distinctive feature 
of the module and the training process was the use of an instrument 
that assessed the management style of each supervisor. Each par- 
ticipant not only completed a self-assessment of his or her own style 
but was also rated via the same instrument by subordinates, peers, 
and supervisor. 

The collected data were entered into and analyzed by a com- 
puter to eventually show a pattern of behavioral skills for each 
supervisor. The behavioral scales were interpreted to the managers 
in work sessions during which each participant was given feedback 
on his or her managerial strengths and weaknesses. Recommenda- 
tions for improving management styles were provided, and ways 
were suggested to achieve desired behavioral changes. 

4.1.3 Setting Goals for Behavior Change. The responses to the 
four questionnaires were entered into a computer and plotted to 
show a pattern of behavioral skills on a 10-point scale. The be- 
havioral scales were interpreted to the managers in work sessions 
where each participant was given geedback on his or her managerial 
strengths and weaknesses. Recommendations for improving 
management styles were provided, and ways to affect behavioral 
changes were suggested. 

The average score of all participants was determined. Time was 
spent with the entire group to give actual techniques for improving 
management skills. 

4.1.4 Positive Feedback on Managers 5 Training. There was a 
consensus among the participants that this training module was very 
useful: the training process helped participants see themselves as 
others saw them and gave them insights about their self-perceptions. 
All levels of staff reported that morale in Region 10's CPS program 
improved and that other program staff saw their input as useful and 
significant for perhaps the first time. 



4.2 MANAGEMENT TEAM CONCEPT 

Another significant factor about the training was its focus on 
all of the Region 10 management staff as a collective supervisory 
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group. This process stressed that the regional program shouold main- 
tain a consistent approach to policy issues, expectations of staff, and 
methods of problem solving. While there was no sacrifice of In- 
dividual differences in personality, this was thefirst time that 
mangement staff in the entire region viewed themselves as a single 
management team. 

The entire process was very enlightening both to participants 
and observers. There were very notable changes between the group 
that started working together in January 1985 and the more cohesive 
group that emerged several months later. The participants reported 
improved morale in the region and noticeable changes in their inter- 
actions with each other nnd with subordinates. Subsequent follow- 
up assessments validate ,,ris perception of changes in interaction. 

4.3 TRAINING OF CPS SPECIALISTS 

After the various tracking components of the project were 
implemented and data for several months had bein collected, an 
analysis revealed very few consistent inadequacies among CPS 
specialists. Staff appeared to consistently performing at or above 
acceptable activity levels. The few indicated noncompliances did 
not show a pattern that could indicate a • *d for specific training. 
These noncompliances could be fairly e^ily dealt with in the 
regular supervisory conference. 

This perception of the data analysis seemed to validated when 
service control readers from DHS's central cf fice came to the region 
in April 1986, read a sample of randomly selected cases, and con- 
cluded that, in all performance standards, the region was performing 
at or close to the levels required by its Corrective Action Plan (CAP). 
In many categories all cases were found to be consistently above the 
CAP level. A preliminary analysis of the data by an industrial 
psychologist also validated this assumption. Training needs or skill 
deficiency at the specialist level appeared very seldom. It did ap- 
pear that there were considerable variations among CPS supervisors 
in management style, in casework judgments, and (consequently) in 
the priorities they assigned to various job tasks. 

Thus, the need for an individualized system of training has not 
emerged as a necessary element of this project. However, the ad- 
ministrative staff will continue to be alert to any need for an or- 
ganized training approach for staff; and moie sophisticated statisti- 
cal analysis, which was beyond the scope of this project, will be per- 
formed in the future. 
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5, PROGRESS SUMMARY BY OBJECTIVES 



5.1 FIRST-YEAR PROGRESS 

5.1.1 Interface Standards, Among the initial tasks to be under- 
taken was the development of a document that concretely stated ex- 
pectations about job performance by CPS specialists. The Protective 
Services for Families and Children (PSFC) Branch and previously es- 
tablished program standards and some generic work load standards. 
The CPS program director, aided by the project director and the 
state office Personnel Division, developed a set of uniform personnel 
tasks and standards (Form 4040, Appendix A), which took into ac- 
count all the previously established (1) program standards, (2) 
generic work load standards, and (3) expectations and casework 
philosophy of the region. 

The program directors then obtained comments and suggestions 
from CPS unit supervisors regarding the drafted standards. This 
process resulted in a final version of Form 4040 that included all of 
the previously noted performance standards as well as a set of 
quality rating scales, which the group determined were an essential 
part of the document and of the service delivery process. Form 4040 
was finally reviewed and approved by the RD for Services to 
Families and Children, and it was then introduced throughout the 
region to worker staff. That revised version of the Form 4040 per- 
formance plan (Appendix A) is still in effect for all CPS specialist 
positions in the region. This product addressed the first objective, to 
interface program standards and work load standards with the 
uniform personnel tasks and standards. 

5.1.2 Electronic Tracking Systems. For the second objective, to 
develop electronic tracking mechanisms for as many perfomance 
items as possible, the guiding principle was to keep the process as 
simple as possible. This meant not adding significantly to the exist- 
ing data entry and data collection mechanisms. The resulting read- 
ing guides (Appendix B) were developed to relate closely to 
statewide program standards and mimimum licensing standards for 
child placement facilities. As far as possible, the project director 
and the advisOi y groups decided to use those data elements for 
which there were existing collection mechanisms and to include the 
data elements used for statewide service control tracking. (The data 
entry and output process will be discussed in detail in section 7.) 
The result was a system that could provide compliance percentages 
for the region as a whole and for each individual CPS specialist. 

5.1.3 Computer-Generated Reports. The development of 
computer-generated output reports, which identified performance 
compliance at all regional levels, very closely followed the develop- 
ment of the electronic tracking mechanisms (i.e., reading guides). In 
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many instances the development was simultaneous. The purposes of 
these computer-generated reports were to— 

1. show which CPS specialist are or are not meeting perfor- 
mance standards and indicate when casework deficiencies 
are not the fault or responsibility of a specific specialist 
(compliance exception mechanism); 

2. provide adequate documentation for work load planning by 
supervisors, program directors, and regional directors; 

3. assist the identification of training needs for CPS 
specialists; and 

4. accumulate documentation for determining individual and 
regional program performance. 

5.1.4 Model of Adequate Performance. The project proposed to 
pilot test a formula for determining ideal caseload and caseload 
mixture. However, it became evident that a model or formula could 
not be developed until there had been a significant amount of time 
available for data collection and analysis. Therefore, a decision was 
made by the MIS manager, the project director, and the advisory 
group to defer this objective until the second year of the project. 

5.1.5 Managers* Training. The last first-year objective was to 
research and provide a training module that would teach managers 
how best to use the newly developed performance evaluation process. 
It was recognized early in the process that the changes and the new 
philosphy to be u^ed in this evaluation process would best be 
facilitated if the managers had training in how to approach their 
employees in a manner than would assist in achieving higher 
productivity. Previously, there were numerous management styles in 
place— some with a sound theoretical base and some without. 



5:2 SECOND-YEAR PROGRESS 

The project's goal for its second year was to put the tracking 
system into operation, to track individual and regional performance, 
to identify adequate and inadequate performance, and to identify 
performance needs that indicated a need for corrective action. 

This broad goal was to be accomplished by completing the fol- 
lowing second-year objectives: 

1. to implement, data collection and output reports regionwide; 

2. to analyze data on a regular basis; 



3. to pilot an individualized training module for caseworkers, 
based on specific needs as identified by performance 
inadequacies; and 

4. to develop automated performance tracking for two special- 
ized programs (foster homes and adoption). 

5.2.1 Data Collection and Output Reports. The data collection 
phase began on schedule. (The MIS manager and project director 
provided supervisors with instructions on the use of the data collec- 
tion instruments.) Beginning October 7, 1985, there were regular 
meetings of the Region 10 CPS supervisory group to discuss all 
aspects of the process. These meetings were led by the PDs and the 
MIS manager. Problems and concerns were identified and eventually 
divided into two general categories: practical and philosophical 
considerations. The meeting process continued until all the concerns 
were satisfactorily addressed. The meetings also served as a valida- 
tion mechanism for the project in that standards interpretation and 
quality ratings for casework could be presented and a consensus 
could be reached. 

After a start-up period of data collection, the output reports 
could be put into place. In this area, too, face-to-face communica- 
tion facilitated the project. Discussions with unit supervisors about 
actual data on their workers were the primary vehicle for explaining 
and demonstrating the uses of the tracking system. This type of 
training is extremely powerful and has a more lasting effect than 
other methods. Personnel who were working directly with the 
project began a process of "circuit riding" to each unit in the region. 
At this phase it was very helpful to meet with the worker staff to 
explain and discuss the project and its connection with their work 
performance. This process also was helpful in answering questions, 
identifying new issues, and correcting misconceptions about the 
project among CPS specialists. 

5.2.2 Analyze Data. After a sufficient amount of data was col- 
lected and output reports began to be generated, preliminary analysis 
began, and performance trends could be identified. Analysis of data 
will contine as a regular part of Region 10's program. 

5.2.3 Pilot Test Caseworker Training. Likewise, the develop- 
ment of an individualized training module is to be a continuously 
developing part of the CPS program even after the grant phase 
concludes. A very high percentage of CPS specialist staff in the 
region were in compliance with work expectations and standards. 
However, preliminary discussions have continued with the regional 
CPS staff development trainer and a consultant affiliated with 
Stephen F. Austin University in Nacogdoches regarding the issues to 
be addressed in and the contents of a training model. 

5.2.4 Tracking for Foster Care and Adoption. The project's 
fourth objective for its second year is an ongoing task. The specific 
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needs of the foster homes and adoption staff members for tracking 
information were relatively limited. Information has been collected 
from the two sets of staff. Through the committee process, work 
will continue to develop performance tracking systems for these 
workers. 



6. DEVELOPMENT OF READING GUIDES 

The development of the reading guides (checklists used to 
determine whether standards have been met) was one of the most 
important parts of the tracking system. Several decisions were made 
about reading guides when the project was conceived. 



6.1 TYPES OF GUIDES 

It was necessary that the reading guides be case-specific in order 
to spare the supervisor from having to read with a generic guide. 
Appendix B shows the seven reading guides developed for specific 
case types and subtypes. 



6.2 FORMAT FEATURES 

It was also desirable to have rt ne-page reading guides, and this 
proved possible on intake investigation and in-home cases. Conser- 
vatorship reading guides had to be longer due to the large number of 
standards involved in these case types (see Appendix A). 

It was also decided to follow the state office format for service 
control case reading as closely as possible since supervisors were 
familiar with it. This approach was relatively easy to take once 
cases were broken down by specific type. 

To avoid any duplication of effort and to achieve complete 
streamlining of the case reading process, the region adopted common 
narrative formats for all standards. At the present time these for- 
mats are in place; they make case reading with a reading guide much 
simpler and quicker than with an unstructured method of 
documentation. This streamlining effort has been continuing for 
several years. 

Another thing that was closely monitored was policy interpreta- 
tion being delivered by the Protective Services for Children (PSFC) 
Branch. The project director was in close contact with PSFC person- 
nel regarding standards and standards interpretations. All reading 
guides were reviewed by PSFC before implementation. 
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6.3 DEVELOPMENT ROLE OF COMMITTEES 



In the development of each individual reading guide, project 
staff took advantage of regional personnel expertise through sub- 
committees and the regional MIS committee. The conservatorship 
case reading guide was developed by a subcommittee headed by the 
substitute care supervisor in Beaumont. His committee developed 
the reading guide for all program standards on conservatorship 
cases. The intake reading guide subcommittee was headed by the in- 
take supervisor in Beaumont and a generic supervisor from the rural 
northern end of the region. The regional MIS committee reviewed 
all reading guide formats and standards prior to implementation as 
veil. 

The generation of reading guides is handled automatically by 
the computer. Generation is primarily based on critical dates within 
the casework process. For example, cases must be read every three 
months. The computer counts days and reminds supervisors when 
reading is due. (This process is described for all the reading guides 
in section 7, "Flowchart Narrative Detail.") 



7. FLOWCHART NARRATIVE DETAIL 



7.1 INTAKE FLOWCHART 

The intake process (charted in figure 1) begins when a com- 
plaint is received in the local offices by either a CPS specialist or, as 
in the urban offices in Jefferson County (Beaumont and Port 
Arthur), by an intake community service aide. The complaint is 
registered on an intake log. 

The log is sent to the Management Information System (MIS) 
daily for entry into the computer. 

After the intake log is entered into the system, it generates the 
appropriate intake reading guide, which will be either a Priority I; 
Priority II, sexual abuse; or Priority II, not sexual abuse. This read- 
ing guide is case-specific, and the content is determined by the 
specific standards involved in each type of case. 

Following investigation and dictation of the investigation by the 
specialist, the supervisor reads the case, completes the intake reading 
guide, and sents it back to the MIS. 

The intake reading guide is entered into the computer, and the 
aggregate data from the reading guides generate the preliminary 
report (Appendix C), which is sent to CPS specialists, supervisors, 
PDs, and the RD at the end of the month. The preliminary report 
contains only the data appropriate at that time and does not account 
for exceptions (noncompliances that are beyond the specialist's 
control. 
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FIGURE 1. INTAKE FLOWCHART 
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Following the generation of the preliminary report, the 
specialist and supervisor discuss cases that were out of compliance 
and whether they feel that the noncompliance was due to cir- 
cumstances beyond the specialist's control. There are several reasons 
why a specialist would be out of compliance and have a no-fault 
decision made. There are excessively time-consuming cases; caseload 
mix problems (intake overload, in-home overload, substitute care 
overload; unit vacancies; illnesses; authorized leave; unusual court 
requirements; data error; and others. 

After negotiation between the specialist and supervisor is 
completed, the supervisor sends the report to the PD, asking hime or 
her for approval of the exceptions requested. The PD determines 
noncompliance and/or approved exceptions, completes his (or her) 
part of the preliminary report, and sends it to the MIS for entry. 

After entry, the final report (Appendix C) is generated, which 
will show exactly what percentage of the unit's intakes the specialist 
has handled and how many were in compliance with standards. It 
also details those that were not in compliance due to problems that 
the specialist is not responsible for. 

In addition to the preliminary and final reports on CPS 
specialists'' performance, the intake reading guide generates an 
aggregate log, which goes to supervisors, program directors, and RD 
at the middle and the end of the month to assist them in determining 
the intake load for their geographical areas. 

The intake log (Appendix C), also tracks I&Rs (Information and 
Referral) and Priority III complaints that are not investigated (this 
is helpful information as it figures into work load and is often 
requested by administrative staff when looking at staffing issues). 

The Intake Log also generates the supervisor's tickler report 
(Appendix C), indicating which intake cases are due to be read in 
any given month. There is a 30-day time lapse between the date the 
worker receives the intake and when it is due to the supervisor. The 
supervisor then has two weeks to read the case and submit the read- 
ing guide to the MIS. This amounts to 45 days lag time between the 
date a complaint comes in and the date the data are received at the 
MIS site. This 45-day period is necessary to allow a reasonable 
amount of time for the casework to be done and the paperwork and 
case reading to come about. The lapse does present a minor problem, 
but the standards and the reality of the CPS specialist's and 
supervisor's situation make it necessary to allow this much time on 
individual complaints. 



7.2 IN-HOME FLOWCHART 

When a case is validated and becomes an in-home services case 
(see figure 2), the CANRIS form (the data entry form that registers 
cases onto the central Child Abuse and Neglect Report and Inquiry 
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FIGURE 2. IN-HOME FLOWCHART 
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System) triggers the in-home services subsystem, which generates an 
in-home services reading guide and sends it to a supervisor. 

The supervisor then has 48 days to complete the reading guide 
and sent it to the MIS. 

When entry of the reading guide is accomplished, the computer 
generates the in-home services portion of the CPS specialist's 
preliminary report. 

The same guidelines apply for in-home services cases as for 
intake: compliance exceptions are granted or denied and the final 
report is generated, which details cases that are in and out of 
compliance. 

Also generated automatically by the computer is the in-home 
services portion of the supervisor's case reading tickler, which shows 
the dates that cases are due to be read as well as overdue in-home 
services cases. After 90 days, the computer automatically generates 
a second reading guide if the case is still open. Cases must be read 
every 90 days to be in compliance with the supervisor's reading 
standards. 



7.3 CONSERVATORSHIP FLOWCHART 

The conservatorship subsystem (charted in figure 3) is initiated 
when Form 2001-A (a data entry form that certifies that a child has 
entered substitute care) clears the MIS, indicating that a child has 
been removed from home by court order. 

Form 2001-A is entered into the system, which generates a 
"subcare" reading guide to the supervisor. The supervisor has 33 
days to read the case, complete the subcare reading guide, and sent it 
to the MIS. 

The same general procedures are followed for the preliminary 
and final performance reports as in the intake and in-home 
subsystems. 

For regional purposes, aggregate data are maintained on 
noncompliance. In this aggregation, exceptions are not credited, 
yielding an actual compliance percentage. 

At the same time as the substitute care reading guide, the com- 
puter also generates a minimum standards reading guide. The Mini- 
mum Standards for Child Placement Agencies (Chapter 42, Human 
Resources Code) are read at the same time the substitute care 
program standards are read. The only difference is that the 
regeneration time on the computer is six months rather than three 
months us in conservatorship standards. Again this procedure 
reflects statewide reading standards for supervisors, which require 
that cases must be read quarterly for program stanards. 

From the conservatorship and minumum standards reading 
guides, the computer generates the supervisor tickler report, which 
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FIGURE 3. CONSERVATORSHIP FLOWCHART 



Decision Made To 
Remove Child 


1 


% 1 



Form 2001A Completed 
And Routed to MIS 



Generate Subcare^Reading 
Guide to Supervisor 



33 )ays 



Supervisor Reads Subcare 
Case , Completes Subcare 
Reading Guide, Sends to 

MIS 



Completed REading Guide 
Entered 



Completed 
Form 2001A 
Entered 
1 



Generate Preliminary Worker 
Personnel Report to Vcrkers 
Supervisors, Program Director, 
Regional Director at end of 
Month 



Worker/ Supervisor Discuss 
Exceptions to Non- 
Compliances 



w 




50 






re 






re 


. Q 




re 






d 


© 




re 






•i 






D 


W 




rr 


OJ 




re 


u 




w 


n 






u 




^ 


O) 












3 




0 


u 




3 


0) 




rr 


£* 













Generate Minimum Standaras 
* Reading Guide to Supervisor 



Supervisor Reads Subcare 
Case, Completes Minitnuu 
Standards Reading Guide, 
Sends to MIS 



Completed Reading Guide 
Entered 



Generate Supervisors 
Tickler Report Indicating 
Due and Overdue Subcare 
and Minimum Standards 
Reading Guides and Initial 
Subcare and Minimum Standards 
Reading Guides Not Completed 



Program Director Approves 
Exceptions , Completes 
Exception Request List: and 
Sends to MIS by 25th of 
Following Month 



Exceptions Entered 



Generate Finar Worker 
Personnel Report to Workers, 
Supervisors, Program Director, 
Regional Director at End of 
Following Month 



* conservatorship 



17 



29 



includes dates that cases are due to be read and cases that are 
overdue for reading. 



8. PROGRAMMING 

Programming for the system was accomplished by a consultant 
who has been involved with the MIS for over five years. The 
specifications for all programs were developed in-house. The 
programmer communicated primarily with the system operator, who 
has been working with him for several years on other projects in 
Region 10. 

It was determined that the system should be written in COBOL, 
to make it consistent with the rest of MIS. Use of this language 
would make for easier maintenance and enhancement of the 
programs. 

One aspect of the programming that presents a problem is the 
need to maintain two years of historical data. This is necessary in 
order to allow output runs for calendar-year-to-date or fiscal-year- 
to-date. Historical file maintenance and significant disc space is 
required. 

Another aspect of the programming determined to be necessary 
was to have variable date runs. Programming allows for the entry of 
specific dates to be included in a reoort (one month, quarterly, six 
month, etc.) The computer then determines compliance percentages 
based on the dates given. 

Major milestones in developing the system included the 
following: 

1. intake logs begin being entered into the MIS computer on 
7-1-85; 

2. intake reading guides generated for the first time 7-15-85; 

3. computer-generated intake log operational on 8-6-85; 
.4. ongoing reading guides generated on 8-20-85; 

5. conservatorship reading guides generated and distributed 
1-86; 

6. worker's preliminary performance report generated 1-86; 

7. first run of minimum standards reading guides 3-86; 

8. worker's final performance report generated 5-86; 

9. supervisor's case reading tickler report generated 7-16-86; 
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10. quarterly aggregate compliance reports generated 7-86; and 

11. work load formula report completed 8-86. 

Further details on the process of programming can be found in 
Appendix D. 



9. EXPLAINING THE PROJECT 
TO FIELD STAFF 

Explanation of the project followed the same time sequence 
as the programming, i.e., intake/investigation logs and reading 
guides were generated first, then in-home services, and finally the 
conservatorship system. 

The region's approach to implementation involved continuous 
contact between the project director, MIS staff, and the supervisors 
and CPS specialists in the region. The project director and her assis- 
tant met with all of the units to explain the project. 



9.1 EMPHASIZING CASE READING 

In addition to attending unit meetings, the project director and 
her assistant met with the individual supervisors to go over the 
details of this sytem as well as the administrative philosphy behind 
implementing such a process-oriented computer system. There did 
not appear to be active resistance to the philosophy; however, 
restructuring the supervisory role toward a more management- 
oriented approach did present some problems during the implementa- 
tion stage. 

The main problem that supervisors encountered was finding the 
necessary time to do the required case reading. (It should be noted 
that case reading requirements were not changed for the project. 
The reading requirements are set by state office policy, and one of 
this project's goals was to ensure that this policy was adhered to in 
all cases.) Region 10 management believe that it is a necessary job 
task of supervisors to frequently read and monitor cases for com- 
pliance with standards as well as for quality of service. In reality, 
however, many supervisors were not reading their cases as required 
by policy. With the tools and reports generated from the tracking 
system to help the supervisors plan case reading activity, administra- 
tive staff believe that it is possible for supervisors to read their 
case^ every three months if they have good organization skills. 
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9.2 ASSISTING CPS SUPERVISORS 



The entire case reading process was streamlined in order to help 
the supervisors accomplish this task. On intake/investigation cases, 
a regionally developed standard format for documentation has been 
in place for two years. If CPS specialists follow this format during 
investigation and documentation of casework, they will be in com- 
pliance with all state law, federal mandates, and DHS casework 
policies. Standard formats also exist for conservatorship cases and 
in-home services cases. CPS supervisors received direction from the 
project director, from his assistant, and from the MIS manager on 
how to read cases by these formats, which greatly speeds up the case 
reading process. 

Some supervisors resisted this more objective-oriented manage- 
ment style, In spite of the project's training, which stressed or- 
ganizational and communication skills, several supervisors had 
problems complying with the new approach. For this reason it was 
decided to add a second regional case analyst to assist supervisors in 
their case reading responsibilities. These case analysts would not 
rate the quality of casework but would read the case only for com- 
pliance with standards. 

Once the additional case reader was added, it was possible for 
the supervisors to read all of their cases quarterly with minor 
exceptions. The reality of a supervisor's life is such that dming 
peak court times, peak intake times, or when staff vacancies exist, a 
supervisor cannot do the required reading. With the help of the case 
analyst, however, the program directors can offer assistance to the 
supervisors during these times of overload. 



10. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Project findings led to recommendations about the service 
delivery system as well as future statistical analysis of data that the 
tracking system gathers. 



10.1 SERVICE DELIVERY 

The following recommendations apply to service delivery: 

1. Case reading by CPS supervisors should be changed from 
every three months to every four months. This change 
would sacrifice littie and would be a big help to supervisors. 
By having a more realistic standard, supervisors would come 
closer to meeting their case reading mandate. 
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2. Supervisors should receive ongoing training on the casework 
implications and client impact of the performance 
standards, since the preliminary data analysis seemed to in- 
dicate that supervisory emphasis rather than specialist skill 
deficiency was the cause of most non-compliance trends. 

3. High expectations of specialist compliance should be 
maintained, since the majority of cases meet or exceed state 
office CAP levels in compliance percentages. 

4. When the casework quality rating falls on full category 
below the regional aggregate on any specific case type, a 
training need probably exists for the specialist. Administra- 
tive attention should be focused on the specialist whether it 
be for training or other intervention. When the quality is 
one full category above the aggregate, administrators should 
give the specialist formal praise. 



10,2 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

The following recommendations relate to future statistical 
analysis that was beyond the scope of this project. 

1. Solicit assistance from the PSFC Branch and the Office of 
Strategic Management, Research, and Development to set up 
statistical runs on DHS's mainframe computer to analyze the 
data appropriately. 

2. Run statistical analyses on all logical pairings of time and 
quality of service. 

3. Run statistics to see whether significant differences exist 
between overtime and quality of service. 

4. Run statistics to compare time, quality, and compliance per-, 
centages on all types of cases by worker, unit, and region to 
determine strengths and weaknesses for training purposes. 

5. Check overtime on the workload measures report against ac- 
tual overtime reported to the supervisor, and correlate 
against quality rating to test state office work load formula. 

6. Test average quality rating given by supervisors on all case 
types to ensure consistency in rating. 
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APPENDIX A 



Texas Department 
of Human Resources 
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Places and provides care to chiTdro in substitute 
care. 

L Child placement activities are carried exit 
according to policy requirements and standards. 

a. Case movenent forms are completed within 
24 hours of initial and subsequent place- 
ment with. 1-3 exceptions allowed per year 

b. All farms (220, 213 series, etc.) and intake 
study ccrrpleted, and an Administrative Caie 
Rr* iew is scheduled within 30 days of 
placement and every 6 months thereafter. 

c. Atfninistrative Case Review Forms are of 
acceptable quality based on supervisor's 
professional judgment and are prepared 
prior to the Initial Case Review Staffing , 

d. Dispositional hearings will be scheduled 
within 18 months and every six months 
thereafter. 

2. Child placement activity is based on sound 
child placement theory and practice and 
incorporates permanency planning principles. 

3. Plans for initial placement are made in 
conjunction with appropriate others, and 
services are achieved in a timely fashion. 



A-2 



*-r— 3 


' — ~ ■ . \ 

= ; = k = 

ft) ■ V \ A V 

£ 1 E't £ 
J 5 i t ^ 5 

u c- ' « c v 5* 
iu c ; j c 2 £ 


r RELATIVE 
IMPORTANCE 


PERFORMANCE PLAN— List T«k Statfmfntft. 
f ollowed by P«Horm»nc« Standardly) 


ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS } 


0. 
E. 


X Initial 3ho"'5uDsequenL p i actfnenis dry rmae^rrt 
prior approval of supervisor and program director. 

5. Mcnthly contact is maintained with foster 
children unless otherwise stated and approved in 
the Plan of Service. 1-2 exceptions per year. 

6. Foster care eligibility reviay forms are sub- 
mitted every six months (no exceptions), and any 
changes in the child's inane is reported within 
3 working days. (F2200) 

7. Worker assures that child support is requestec 
from the court en all children placed into 
substitute care. 

Provides child protective services after normal 
working hours to maintain 24 hour coverage. 

1. Worker is readily available during assigned 
off-duty hours . (no exceptions) 

2. Assessment and handling of erergency 
situations are performed according to the 
requirement of policy and local procedures 
with no exceptions. 

3. Imnediate response is required for Priority I, 
life endangering situations with no exceptions. 

Develops and /or inpleraits case plans to meet 
the specific needs of the individual fanily msn- 
bers. 

V Information retired by policy, standards, 
and guidelines is obtained, recorded, and updated 
reflecting individualized assessments of the 
clients 1 problorc and needs of the situation 
which fit Agency objectives (95-100% carpi iance) 

a. Plans carpi £ ted within 45 (30 days, for sub 
care) working days of case opened. 

b. Plans are updated at least every six month 
or when significant changes occur. (95-100 
carpi iance.) 

c. Prcblans/needs are accurately assessed and 
plans are developed jointly with the 
client identifying solutions/goals. 
(95-1001 corpliance). 

2. Contacts are mode according to policy and 
progran requirements and the focus remains on 
achieving service goals. 

a. initial .CQnuact i* rraue wi ui uie tstiiij 

within 10 working days of case assignrent. 
2-4 exceptions allowed per year. 

b. Contact is mode monthly or as outl ined in 
the sendee plan. (95-1001 ccnpl iance) 

c. Narrative reflects good casework practice. 

3. Available camunity volunteer and contractec 
resources are used according to the need of the 
individual case situation and policy. 

4. Whm applicable, placarent decisions and 
actions consider the individual circumstances, 


• 
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RELATIVE 
IMPORTANCE 



PERFORMANCE PLAN— Ltjt Task Statements, 
Followtd by Ptrformanct StandaitJts) 



i 

the available resources, and reflect goaj caseworj< 
practice. 

5. Administrative Revi»*s will be scheduled 
every six months as per local guidelines for all 
conservatorship children not in their own heme, 
(no exceptions) 

F. Maintains sufficient cise documentation, includ- 
ing forrTB and narrative, to provide a ccnplete 
and accurate written record. 

1. Required forro, as outlined in State and 
Regional policy are completed on a timely basis, 
appropriately sutnrltted, updated as rv^ded, 
and are present in the case folder. 

a. carpleted on every fanrOy meter 
within 45 days of case assignment. 
(95-100% compliance) 

b. Foittb for contract referrals & MIS 
are carpleted in a timely manner with 
a miniiam of error 4 are updated as 
needed (95-100% carpi iance) 

2. Narratives are corpleted, accurate, and 
current according to appropriate policy require- 
ments. 

a. Caipleted narrative will be completed 
within 30-45 days of contact and 
submitted to the MIS. (95-100% 
carpi iance) 

b. Narrative will reflect and accurate 
representation of family situation and 
the services being provided as per good 
casework practice. 

Builds and maintains comunications and working 
relationships with clients, comu'rity, and 
co-workers resulting in agency objectives being 
accotplished. 

1. Effective relationships are built and 
maintained with client reflecting objectivity 
concerning differences in cultures and values 
as per good casework practice. 

2. Effective relationships are built and main- 
tained with ccmTunity resources. 

3. Relationships with TDHR personnel are 
conducive to the provision of service sand the 
accoTplishing of agaicy objectives. 

4. More than 1-2 valid corplaints per year does 
not meet requirenents. The seriousness of a 
single corplaints iray result in the worker not 
meeting requirements. 

5. The quality of relationships will reflect 
the miniram expectations set for the unit by 
the supervisor. 
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ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENT? 
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IMPORTANCE 
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PERFORMANCE PL AN— List Task Statements. 
Followed by Performance Standard**) 



ACTUAL ACHIEVEMENTS 
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H. 



I. 



J. 



Uses supervision to obtain and facilitate 
service to clients. 

1.. Seeks supervisor's assistance or approval 
when appropriate as defined the supervisor or as 
required by policy. (1-2 exceptions per year). 

2. Supervisor 1s Informed of current case 
situations in a timely manner as per expecta- 
tions set for the unit by the supervisor. 
(1-2 exceptions per year) 

3. The seriousness of the situation 'about 
which a supervisor is not notified may result 
in the worker rot meeting requirements. 

Ccnpletes special tasks, projects, or assign- 
ments upon request of the supervisor. 

1. Assignments are carpi eted within time 
frames negotiated by worker and supervisor. 
(1-2 exceptions jper year) 

2. Quality of carpi eted asslgments is 
acceptable according to the supervisor's 
expectations. 

Develops and maintains suitable work plans. 

1. Sets priorities to ranage workload effec- 
tively 1n corpleting required tasks within time 
frames. (1-2 exceptions per year) 

2. Non-case related functions are cmpleted 
within required time frames (1-2 exceptions 
per year) 

3. Quality of work plans will reflect the minimu|i 
standards set for the unit by the supervisor. 
"The seriousness of a single corplaints* error, or 
omission in any of the job tasks fray result in 
the worker not meeting requirements depending on 
Its effect on the clievt, canrunlty or agency. 
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APPENDIX B 

Reading Guides 
for Standards 

The following reading guides are used by region 10 Child 
Placement Supervisors and Case Analysts in reviewing applicable 
cases. Each reading guide reflects the program standards and/or 
minimum standards read. 

1. Intake Reading Guide, Priority I B-l 

2. Intake Reading Guide, Priority II, Sexual Abuse B-2 

3. Intake Reading Guide, Priority II, Non Sexual Abuse B-3 

4. Ongoing and Non-CVS Subcare Reading Guide B-4 

5. CVS Reading Guide for Cases Opened 
Less Than 7 Months B-5 

6. CVS Reading Guide for Cases Opened 7 Months or More B-6 

7. CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide B-8 

8. Supervisor's Qualitative Rating Scale B-l 5 



Intake Reading Guide u> 

C82308201 
Date of Referral: 05-13-86 



Appendix B-l 

Uorker: KATHY LONDOU 
Supervisor: MICHAEL SPELL 



Please check if all standards were answered Y or NA 



I. A. Priority I Reports 

1. Did the worker, within 24 hours of the referral, 
attempt to inform the supervisor of the report and 
obtain the supervisor's approval of the action to be 
taken/that had been taken? 

£. Did the worker level or above staff begin protective Yes CD 
services for the child within 24 hours of the referral? 



Yes CD NoC] 



Hotl 



For Priority I reports oth*r than those made by law 
enforcement: Did the worker orally notify law enforce- 
ment within 24 hours of the report and send a written 
report within 5 cal endar days? 



YesC] No tl N/AC3 



II. The Investigation 

Did the worker determine: 

A. The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect? 

8 . The identity of the person apparently responsible? 

C. The names, ages, and conditions of the other children 
in the home? 

0. The caretaker's ability to protect the child? 

E . The adequacy of t he home envi ronment ? 

F. The relationship of the child to the caretakers? 

6. If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child? 



YesC] No CD 

YesC] NoC] 

YesC] NoC] N/AC3 

YesC] NoC] 

YesC] NoC] 

YesC] NoC] 

YesC] NoC3 



III. Did the supervisor approve the worker's actions and 
findings at the completion of the intake process? 



YesC] NoC3 



IV. Results explained to: 

A . The parent s/care takers 

8. Children who were interviewed 

C . The ident if ied complainant 



YesC] NoC3 

YesC] NoC] N/AC3 

YesC] Not] N/AC1 



C_2 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
"rating scale. A rating of 1 or S requires written justification below: 



Supervisor' s Signature 



Date Reviewed 



Please submit to MIS 
within 3 days of review. 
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Intake Reading Guide (2A) 
VMM* C83086001 
Date of Referral: 04-£3-8G 



Uorker: ARGIE EARNEST 
Supervisor: MARILYN KENNERSON 



Please check If all standards were answered Y or NA . 

I.B. Priority II Reports 

1 . Did protect ive services to the child begin within 
1 0 calendar days of the report? 

3. For sex abuse cases, the Department notified law 
enforcement orally within 24 hours of the report, 
and sent a written report within 5 calendar days? 



Zl 



YesH NoC3 



YesC] NoH N/A Zl 



II. The Investigation 

Did the worker determine: 

A . The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect? 

B . The identity of the person apparently responsible? 

C. The names, ag*s, and conditions of the other children 
in the home? 

D. The caretaker's ability to protect the child? 

E. The adequacy of the home environment? 

F. The relationship of the child to the caretakers? 

C. If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child? 

III. Did the supervisor approve the worker's actions and 
findings at the completion of the intake process? 



YesC3 
Yes C3 
Yes CD 

YesC3 
Yes Zl 
YesH 
Yes Zl 



NoC3 
NoH 

No ca 

NoH 
NoC3 
No Zl 
No Zl 



N/A Zl 



YesC3 No Zl 



IV, Results explained to: 

A. The parents/caretakers 

B . Chi 1 dren who were interviewed 

C. The identified complainant 



YesCD No Zl 

YesH No Zl N/A Zl 

YesH NoH N/A Zl 



tj} Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
" rating scale, A rating of 1 or 5 requires written justification below: 



Supervisor's Signature 



Date Reviewed 



Please submit to MIS 
within 3 days of review 
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Appendix B-3 



In take R ea ding G uide C2B) 

mmmmtm c7£?38s<n 

Date of Referral : 04-23-86 



Uorker: RICHARD BURNETT 
Supervisor. VICKIE ROGERS 



Please check if all standards were answered Y or NA . 

I.B. Priority II Reports 

1. Did protective services to the child begin within 
10 calendar days of the report? 

4. For non-sex abuse Priority II reports, the Department 
notified law enforcement either orally or in writing 
within 3 calendar days of the report? 



YesC3 NoC3 



YesC3 NoC3 N/A C3 



II. The Investigation 

Did the worker determine: 

A. The nature, extent, and cause of the abuse/neglect? 
8 . The identity of the person apparently responsible? 

C. The names, ages, and conditi<ns of the other children 
in the home? 

D. The caretaker's ability to protect the child? 

E. The adequacy of the home environment? 

F. The relationship of the child to the caretakers? 

G. If any action by DHR is needed to protect the child? 



YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 N/A C3 

YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 



III. Did the supervisor approve the worker's actions and 
findings at the completion of the intake process? 



YesC3 NoC3 



IV. Results explained to: 

A. The parents/caretakers 

B. Children who were interviewed 

C . The ident if ied complainant 



YesC3 NoC3 

YesC3 NoC3 N/A C3 

YesC3 NoC3 N/AC3 



C_3 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
rating scale. A rating of 1 or 5 requires written justification below: 



Superv i sor ' s Si gnat ure 



Date Reviewed 



Please submit to (IIS 
within 3 days of review 
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Appendix B-4 



Ongoing and CV S Non-Subcare Reading Guide (001) Worker. H I CKERSON-3846 
WtmMm, HA 500792567 Supervisor: MARILYN KENNERSON 

Date the decision was made to provide on-going services was 01-01-01 

7A. Date original Family Service Plan completed — 

1. Was the original service plan completed within Yes C] No C] 

45 days of the above date? 

. 2. Is there a parent's signature indicating that the YesC] No C] 

service plan was jointly developed or an explanation 
that the parents refused to cooperate? 

3. Is there an indicator that a copy of the service plan YesC] No C] 
was given/sent to the parent/ caretaker? 

4. Does the service plan identify the family's problems YesC] No C] 
and the effects on family and child? 

5. Does the service plan identify solutions to the YesC] No C] 
problems and objectives for the family? 



B. If a review of the service plan was due during the case- 
reading period/ answer the following (if not go to 
standard 8). Date review was due of the Original Plan 
8 -01 . 

Date Reviewed: ^ 

1. Uas it reviewed with the Family every 6 months? YesC] No C] 



2. Uas each review approved and signed by supervisor? YesC] No C] 



8. Monthly Contacts 

Did the worker have face-to-face contact with the family YesC] No C3 

f nd child once a month unless otherwise specified in the 
service plan? 

C3 Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
rating scale. A rating of 1 or 5 requires written justification below: 



Please submit to MIS 



Supervisor's Signature Date Reviewed within 3 days of review. 

Evaluation year is 1 2/0 1 /85-1 2/0 1 /e6 
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... , ' . Appendix B-5 

wVs .Subcart Reading buiae for Cases UorI.er BAKER-C847 

Opened Less Than 7 Months Suptrvnor R ANN Y VOIGHT 

'^■^V- HI 504677005(0011 

placement Date: 4-08-85 ' NOTE ITE MS 10-14 ARE RESPONSIBILITY 

■vd* DHR FOSTER HOME 0 r uNIT UHICH REMOTE 



0 



i 1 



1 2h 



1 9 



Uas prior or concurrent approv«J obtained from * Yes C] 

supervisor or above before The child was removed? 



CHILD 
.No C3 



U o!<o^r n i nent Plan for the child established before Yes CJ No C3 NA CJ 
9/19/85? Date of permanency plan . • 

CA$E P|.AN 

12- Is there a written family case plan? Yes 11 No C3 NA C3 

j^ate of plan 



12a. completed within 30 days placement (check NA if Yes C3 No C] 

case was opened prior to 10/81) 

12b. identifies the family's problems which caused Yes Zl No n 

removal of child 

12c. a description of efforts made to obtain services before Yes C3 No C3 
removal of child and any services provided to prevent 
substitute care placement 

12d. identifies changes that must take place before DHR Yes C3 No C3 

recommends conservatorship 



12e. identifies services to accomplish the change YesCH 

12f. identifies the role of the worker, other service Yes C3 
providers and parents in achieving changes 

12g. a proposed time limit for achieving the change Yes C3 



a plan for the parents to vi-sit, telephone, or write YesC> 
to the child 



No Zl 
No C3 

No C3 
No C3 

No C3 



No C3 

no n 



12k. consequences if the change is not achieved YesC3 
121. signed by parents Yes C3 

14. Uas the child's case plan designed to achieve placement: 

a. in the least restrictive setting Yes C3 No C3 

b. in close proximity to the parent's home Yes C3 



No n 



NA n 



12i. family's plan for financial support YesC3 
12j . special conditions or stipulations of the court order Yes Zl No C] NA C3 



We»» changes affecting eligibility reported within yes Zl No C3 NA C3 

5 days of the change? 



H Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
rating scale. A. rating, of 1 or B requires written justification below: 



Please submit to MIS 



Supervisor's Signature Date Reviewed within 3 days after ACR is typed 

Evaluat ion year is 08/09/85-08/08/86 
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Appendix B-6 

CVS Subcare Reading Guide for Cases Uorker MEaU*-D53C 

Opened 7 Months or More Supervisor. GAYLE SHAU 

■■Hi' S023S295E (001) 

Placement Date: 8-17-84 NOTE : ITEM? 10-14 ARE RESPONSIBILITY 

Type: RELATIVES HOME OF UNIT UHICH REMOVES CHILD 



1 0 . 



1 1 



Das prior or concurrent approval obtained from a 
supervisor or above before the child was removed? 

Uas a permanent plan for the child est abl ished before 
01/16/83? Date of permanency plan . 



CASE PL/^N 

12. Is there a written family case plan? 
Dat e of olan 

1£a. completed within 30 days of placement (check NA if 
case was opened prior to 10/81) 

12b. identifies the family's problems which caused 
removal of child 

1£c. a description of efforts made to obtain services before 
rem ova 1 of child and any services provided to prevent 
substitute care placement 

12d. identifies changes that must take place before DHR 
recommends conservatorship 

1 2e . identifies services to accomplish the change 

12f. identifies the role of the worker> other service 
providers and parents in achieving changes 

12g. a proposed tim* limit for achieving the change 

12h. a plan for the parents to visit , telephone, or write 
to the child 

1£i. family's plan for financial support 

12j. special conditions or ■ st i pul at i ons of the court order 
1£k. consequences if the change is not achieved 
121. signed by parents 

13. Uas the family service plan reviewed every 6 months? 
Parents must be involved in the review unless parents 
rights terminated. 

14. Uas the child's case plan designed to achieve placement 

a. in the least restrictive setting 

b. in close proximity, to the parent's home 



Yes £3 NoC3 

YesC] Not] 

YesC] Not] 

Yes C] No C] N A C] 

YesC] NoC] 

YesC] Not] 

YesC] Not] 



Yes C3 
Yes C3 

YesC] 
Yes C] 

Yes C] 
Yes C3 
YesC] 
Yes C] 
Yes C] 



No C] 
No C] 

No £] 
No C] 

No C] 

Not] NA 11 
No C] 
No C] 
No C] 



YesC] 
YesC] 



No £] 
No C] 
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CVS Subcare Reading Guide for Cases Paae 
Opened 7 Months or More 

50E252955 (001) 



15. Periodic Reviews 

C. Was a periodic review held before 02/17/33? Yes() No() NAC) 
When? 

D. Was the next periodic review held within 6 months plus Yes( ) No() NA() 
30 days of the previous periodic review 

(before 00/00/00 )? 
When ? ^. 

E. Was periodic review a court review? Yes() No() NA() 

16. Was an administrative review held? Yes() No ( ) NA() 
When? 

If yes, read for following items: 

16a. description of child's placement and its appropriateness YesE] NoC] 

16b. continued need for the child's placement. YesC] No C] 

16c. extent of compliance with service plan. YesC] No C] 

1 6d . progress towards correcting the problems causing YesC] No C] 

removal . 

16e. DHR plan for compliance with court orders. YesC] NoC] 

16f. projected date that permanency plans will be Yes CD NoC] 

accomp 1 i shed . 

17. Uere parents notified that an administrative review YesC] NoC] 
is to be hel d? 

18. t}itp Q «ltional Hearinos 

Is the child in an adoptive placement, a court specified YesC) No() 
permanent foster home, or a relative placement? 
If yes, go to #19 

F. Was a dispositional hearing held before 02/17/84? YesC) NoC) NAC ) 
When? 

G. Uas the next dispositional hearing held 6 months plus 

30 days from last hearing date Cb^.fore 00/00/00 )? YesC) NoC) NAC) 

When? 

19. Uere changes affecting eligibility reported within YesC] No CD NAC] 
5 days of the change? 

C] Rate the overall quality of the casework on this case using the quality 
rating scale. A rating of 1 or 5 requires written justification below: 

. < Please submit to MIS 

Supervisor's Signature I\,te Reviewed within 3 days after ACR is typed 

Evaluation year is 06/11/85-06/10/86 
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CVS Mini mum 



St « n d a r d = ding Guide 

5 051 8 0 4 6 0 (001 ) i 



P 1 acement 
Tvpe^ DHR 



Dat e • 
FOSTER 



£-1 1-86 
HOME 



y c r I. £ r 
;.ijp*r v j so r 

c « g c 



Appendix B-7 

HiJLEIT"-^S(.:3 
wILL JAM i:E ITH, JF 



4100.1 b. Date of birth Yes CD no CD 

c. Place of birth Yes C3 No Cj 

d. Sex Yes CD No CD 

e. Religion (if unknown, mark yes) Yes CD No CD 

f. Names and addresses of parents and siblings Yes CD No CD 

g. Names and addresses of other significant 

persons Yes CD No CD 

h. Dateofintake YesCD NoCD 

i. Documentation of identity or request 

(birth certificate) Yes CD No CD 

j. Court order regarding conservatorship Yes CJ No CD 

k. Date of discharge Y*s CD No CD N / A CD 

4100.1 Foster care intake study (date) Yes CD No CD 

4£00,3 a. If emergency placement/ intake study 
completed and reviewed by appropriate 

person within 30 days of placement Yes CD No CD N/A CD 

a.1 Conditions making emergency placement 

• • necessary " Yes CD No CD N/A CD 

a. 2 Intake study initiated within S days if 

necessary Yes CD No CD N/A CD 

a. 3 Information about child shared with foster 

parents or staff of facility when study 

is complete (initial emergency) Yes CD No CD N/A CD 

4100.3 a. Family circumstances making placement 

necessary Yes CD No CD 

b. Child's developmental medical history Yes CD No CD 

c. Parents or M . C . ' s expectations regarding 

placement Yes CD No CD 

d. Child's understanding of placement Yes CD No CD N/A CD 

e. Child's personality, behavior and interests Yes CD No CD 



ERLC 
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f . 


Child'? school history 


V e s 




No 


C3 


* 




9 ■ 


Previous placements 


Y e s 




No 


CD 






h . 


Child's legal status 


Yes 


r i 
u . 


No 


C3 






i . 


Child's needs 


Yes 


a 


No 


C3 






) • 1 


I mmed i at e goal s 


.Yes 


C3 


No 


C3 






J .2 


Long range goals 


Yes 


C] 


No 


C3 






k . 


Name of family member or M.C. responsible 
for the relationship with agency and chiid 


Yes 


Cj 


No 


l3 


4 100. 


. 2 




Intake study signed or initialled and 
dated by qualified person (ref 2200.4) 


Yes 


Cj 


Nc 


C3 


41 00 


. 4 


a . 


Intake discussion with child 


Yes 


C3 


No 


Cj 






b . 


Intake discussion with parents or M.C. 


Yes 


Cj 


No 


l3 



Remarks : 



«*r>up> Stanoaros Reading Guide 
Mt' 5 0 513 0 4 6 0(00?'' ( 
5 iace-nent !J a t e • £-11 -86 
rvD«" DH» FOSTER HOME 



4100.5 Medical exam within 30 days prior to or 
30 days after admission (or exempt due to 

transfer) Yes □ No C3 

4100.6 Dental exam within one year prior to or 
arrangement for exam made within 1 £0 days 

after admission Yes C3 No C3 N/A 

4700.6 Report of T.B. test Yes C3 No Cj 

Remarks : 
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CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guid* 
OHHI' •■■■^fc 505180460* ( 001 / (L) 
Placement Dat*e: £-11-86 
Type: DHR FOSTER HOME 



Uor U pr : HULETT-4803 
Supervisor: U I LL I AM KEITH, JR 
Pane 3 



4100.8 PLACEMENT AGREEMENT if applicable 

a. Authorization to care for child 
b . Medical consent form 
Remarks : 



Yes C3 No H N / A Cj 
Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 
Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 



4200.1 a. Information regarding child shared with 
foster parents or child placing staff 

(prior placement if nonemergency) Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

b. Preplacement visit prior to intake except 
emergency or child uncier 6 months 

( nonemergency ) Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

c. Intake Study - foster home study reviewed 
by MSU prior to placement (signed/ 

initialed/dated; non-emergency) Yes C3 No C3 N/A Cj 

Remarks > 



4200.2 AGREEMENT UITH OTHER CPA TO USE THEIR HOME, 

if applicable (does not have to be in 

child's record) Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

Remarks : 



4300 1 PLAN OP SERVICE within 30 days Yes C3 No C3 

a. Child's needs and how will be met Yes 11 No C3 

b. Objectives of placement Yes C3 No C3 

c. Estimated length of stay Yes C3 No C3 

d. Shared with foster parents or child Yes £3 No C3 

e. Input from child * Yes C3 No C3 
Remarks : 



CVS Min imum S tanda rds Reading Guide 
•^■^^•^^ESB^ 50518046 0* i' 001 ) { L ' 

Placement Date: £-11-86 
Type: DHR FOSTER HOME 



Worker H U L E T T - 4 S 0 3 
Superv isor U I LL i AM KEITH , JR 
p a o a 4 
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c , 
d. 



SIX MONTH REVIEW conference with agency, 
foster parents, chi Id , and child's parents 
or M . C . 

Notification of child's parents, or M.C. or 
6 month conference 

Progress toward achieving or changes in 
object i ves 

Person, included in review listed 
Copy of POS to interested parties 



Remark s : 



4200.4 Quarterly contact with child 

4300.5 Specialized consultation and treatment 
obtained and documented 

Remarks 



Yes C3 No C3 

Yes C3 No C3 

Yes C3 No C3 

Yes C3 No C3 

Yes C3 No C3 



Yes C3 No Cj 



Yes Cj No C3 N/A Cj* 



4400.1 (ref. 2200.4) 

a.1 NONEMERGENCY SUBSEQUENT MOVE - approved by 
ippropr i at e person pr i or to pi acement 

a . 2 Prep 1 acement visit prior to subsequent 
placement - child over 6 months 

a. 3 Move discussed with child 

a. 4 Child's understanding and response to move 



4400 . 1 b . 



c . 



Plan of service notes changes because of 
the move 

Child's needs and medical information, etc. 
discussed with foster parents prior to 
placement 



Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

Yes Cj No Cj N/A C3 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 
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CVS Minimum S tanda rds Reading Guide 
■■■■■■fe OMHBI 505180460 (001) (L) 
Placement Date: 2-11-86 
Type DHR FOSTER HOME 



Worker 
Superv \ sor 



HULETT-4S03 
WILLIAM KEITH, JR 
c 



4400.2 EMERGENCY SUBSEQUENT MOVE 

a. 1 Discussion between staff and child 
a . 2 Child's understanding and response 

b. Plan of service notes changes because of 
move 

c. Child's needs and medical information, etc 
discussed with foster parents at time of 

p 1 acement 

d. Approved by appropriate supervisor within 
1 0 days (ref . 2200 .4) 



Yes C3 No C3 N/A 

Yes L3 No C3 N/A C3 

Yes CI No tl N/A Zl 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A Zl 

Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 



Remarks : 



4600.1 Limits or restrictions on communications 

c. Monthly evaluation of restriction 

d . Practical reasons for limitations 
Remarks : 



Yes Zl No C3 N/A Zl 
Yes Zl No Zl N/A 11 
Yes C3 No C3 N/A C3 



4600.6 Consent for use of pictures and reports 
from child and parent or M.C. 

4600.7 c. Record of phyical punishment and 

restrictions longer than 24 hours 

d. Use of physical holding, length of time 
documented 



Yes C3 No il N/A C3 



Yes C3 No Zl 



Yes il No C3 N/A C3 



Remarks : 



ERIC 



CV? Minimu m. St andards Readme Guide 
M^^.^H^Mf SOS IS 04 6 0 (001) CD 
Flacemem Date: £-11 —S 
T.VS3& DHR FOSTER HOME 



U C r^ r H1J L E T T - 4 S i": 3 
Supervisor U ILL I am KEITH, JR 
Pace s 



47-q:c: ::-2 

4T0O .5 
4700.7 a. 

b . 

4900 . 8 



Annual medical exam 

Annual dental exam (3 years or older) 
Immunization records 

Record of each visit to physician and 
dent i st and recommended treat ment 

Record of medi cat ions and treatment 
( include dosage ) 

Medical consent form (may be in foster 
home record) 



Yes Zl No Zl 

Yes Zl No Zl N/A Zl 

Yes zi no zi 

Yes Cj No Zl 

Yes C3 No C: 

Yes C3 No C3 



Remar k s : 



4S00.1 Discharge conference held 

4S00.S Circumstances around emergency discharge, 

if applicable 

4300.3 Written authorization of parents or M.C., 
if applicable 

4800.4 a. Circumstances around discharge 

b. Date, name, address, relationship of person 
to whom child was discharged 

Remarks : 



Yes Zl No Zl N/A Zl 

Yes Zl No Zl N/A Zl 

Yes Zl No Zl N/A 11 

Yes 11 No Zl N/A Cj 

Yes Zl No C3 N/A CJ 



1400.1 Serious incident reported to parent or 



M.C. Yes Zl No Zl N/A C3 
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CVS Minimum Standards Reading Guide 

wmmrnmm, mmmi 505iS046o" < ooi ) (d 
Placement Date- £-11-86 
Type: DHP FOSTER HOME 



vJ o r k e f . H ! J L E T T - 4 S C If- 



1400 .£ 





Description of serious incident 


Yes 




No 


C3 


N /A 


Cj 




Date of incident 


Yes 


n 


No 


c z 


N/A 


C3 


b . 


Time 


Yes 


CD 


No 




N/A 


C3 


c . 


Staff/children involved 


Yes 


ti 


No 


n 


N/A 


C3 


d . 


Surrounding circumstances 


Yes 


ca 


No 


11 


N/A 


C3 



Remarks 



1400.4 Runaway report to parent or M.C, 

Remarks: 



Yes C3 No il N/A C3 



3200.2 Reasons for parents decision to place child Yes C3 No C3 N/A Cj* 



Superv i sor Is Signature 



Date Reviewed 

Evaluation year is 08/26/85-06/25/86 



ERLC 
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SUPERVISOR'S QUALITATIVE RATING SCALE 



RATING 

Unacceptable (I ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

Less than adequate (I) 

(2) 

(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

Good (1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 



DESCRIPTORS 



Work Is of poor quality 

Work Is of Inadequate quality tp meet 

basic performance standards 

Work assignment must be redone or 

requires the ass 1 stance of the 

supervisor and/or other personnel In 

order to make It acceptable. 

Continued work of this quality 

Indicates dismissal of the employee. 

Written justification of this rating 

Is required. 

work Is marginal In terms of 

performance standards* 

Some rework required on the part of 

the worker In order to meet basic 

standards* 

Excessive supervision needed In order 
to complete the task* 
Fal lure to meet time requirements or 
dead I lnes-* 

Omission or partial omission of 
mater 1 a I or actions needed to meet 
compliance standards* 
Remedial action required* 

Work Is adequate; meets expected 
performance standards* 
Norma I or expected amount of 
supervision needed In order to 
complete the task. 

work Is complete; task finished In a 

t i me I y manner ; no omissions or 

part lal omission requiring unusual 

rework or revision. 

Continued work of this qual Ity wl I I 

meet performance expectations and 

compliance standards* 

Quality of this work represents what 

Is expected of a worker in this 

pos It Ion* 
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DESCRIPTORS 



U) Quality of work Is more than adequate 
end exceeds expected performance 
standards* 

(2) Less than normal or expected amount 
of supervision Is needed to complete 
the task. , 

(3) Worker turns out above average amount 
of work. 

(4) Worker 1 s speed and accuracy exceed 
basic performance standards. 

(5) Continued work of this quality 
Indicates special recognition for the 
contributions of this employee* 

(1) duality of work Is unusually hl^h; to 
the degree that It can be considered 
outstanding, extraordinary, or rare* 

£2) Work goes well beyond basic 
performance standards. Worker needs 
much less than norma I or expected 
supervision* Work accomplished quick- 
ly and efficiently with virtual ly no 
jrr or s. 

(3) The worker takes initiative, develops 
new procedures or techniques which 
may 1 ncrease pr oductlvlty of the 
entire unit or organization* Other 
workers seek this person out for 
advice and Instruction. 

(4) Worker shows exceptionally high 
oegree of Interest, willingness, and 
dedication. Extra effort Is 
typical* 

(5) Cont Inued work of this quality 
1 nd 1 cates th 1 s per son shou I d be 
aggressively recruited tor promotion 
to a more responsible position* They 
show potential for significant long 
range contributions to the 
organization. 

(6) Written ju*tJ f. 1 cat Ion for this rating 
requ IreO. 



mm f»r 
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APPENDIX C 

Input Document 
and Output Reports 

Input Documents 

1. Form 2202A - Canris Report C-l 

2. Form 2000A - SSMS Client Registration C-3 

3. Form 2001A - Foster Care, Adoption and Conservatorship 
Tracking System C-5 

4. Intake Log C-7 

Output Reports " 

5. Intake Log C-8 

6. Woiker's Performance Report - Preliminary C-l 1 

7. Worker's Performance Report - Final C-15 

8. Supervisor's Case Reading Tickler C-19 

9. Supervisor's terly Aggregate Report C-22 

10. Quarterly Service Control/Compliance Report C-24 

11. Service Control Compliance Report C-27 

12. Formula for Calculating Workload Expectations C-30 



□ 













1. CANR IS Incident No. 




2. S.O. Uu 


Only 

I— 1 « 1 1 1 - 


3. 



SECTION l-WORKER INFORMATION 



Form 2202-A/1-84 
Texas Department of Human Resources 
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES 
CANRIS REPORT 











5. Emp. No. 


6. BJN 


7. Mail Code 

. . 1 



SECTION IMNCIDENT RE PORT 
8. Date Occurred to Child 



13. DISPOSITION 



9. Date Reported to OMR 

i.i. 





1 -Adjudicated 




2- Waacon To Oilm 




3 -Unfounded 




4-Family Moved 



14. ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME 





12. PRIORITY 


10. Data Invest. Completed 

.i.i. 


1 1. Source 


a. At Intake 

o , 


b. Actual • 





1-SO to S8.M9 




4-434,000 to $62,999 




2-S9.000 to 31 7,999 




5-463,000 or more 




3-S10,0OO toS33.999 







TEMPORARY NO. 



C. 652627... 



SECTION HI-INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION 

First 



15. Lii 
a. 



6. Name- Last 

i l I i 1 i i 



1 7. Date of Birth 

..1,1,. 


18. Mar. St. 

1 


19. Sax 


20. £th. 



21. Rel'snio 



22. Roia 



23. SSMS 




15. Line j 16, Name-Last 

I 

I 1 ' 1 l i I 1 i i • i 



38. Work/School Teiepno«e59. WorVSchool A.ldr^i 11 * JLI ^ ! » - y,,,-^- - ^J. m r i ri . 1 . 1 u ^ 1 ...! ' . 



-ifSt 

-i 1 t I I I 



Ml 1 7 0,-ne oi Birth 



18. M rt f Si. 



19 Si.'k I 20. tih I 21. HiMimu 



22. Hull; 1 23. SSMS 



24. S treat Auuress 



tii..... 
30. OMR Cmm No. 



37. Morn* Tetepttone No. ■•. 



IS, wi 



3j. Social Security No 



30.. Wor k /School Telephone 



?4 Siraat Aodrest 



16 N*m«-L. - \i 

*i J - 1 ' i ' i i 1 ■ ■ i i 



25 C«iy 



32 Typ* ol Ahul*/N*<j»»ct 



26 Si 



27 2IP 



I I I 



1 

28 Co 



1 1 1 
29 Ch.vac i eristics 



39. WoreVSchool Ar*1r«u*--»' 



33 Fatai|34 L*n Act/35 Pro* Inc No 
I I 

i < 



' ' I 1 I i 
^ . EV£S4 ' - .£ **JV*CVrt; ^*»sr. 



1 1 



36. Lin* 



Ml 



-I — !_J- 



. , 1 



30 OMR Ci>«nt No. 



I < i I i i i i 



31 SuCi«« Svcuriu No 
I 



W u«*i* in dinn MB M.k Si in S«*« 



7h C.iy 
1 I ' u 



-i L 



20 Em 



?1 Mfi'uiiu|2? Hon 



.1? T fi»»Oi Ai,u\H.N.Miirc:i 



37. Home Telephone No. 36. Wo/* /School Teieonon- 39. Wor*/Scn«M Andrau 



76 Si 7/ ??P 

lilt— 



,1 L_ 



?S Cu 
1 I 



23. SSMS 



20 Ch;ir;*citff itnes 



33 I ji. nl 34 L»'u. AcilJS »*»i?v inc Nu 
■ ' 1 — ■ 1 I « i » . » « 



36 L»«* 



Peaa. 



of 
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FILMED FROM 
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 




CANRIS REPORT CODES 



li-.r. \ i $v:rt" f** R*i>rv \ 

ANO — Anonymous 

CCF -Child Cure Facility 

OMR -Deot. of Human Resources 

DOC -Doctor 

FRN -Friend 

FVS -Family Violence Shatter 

HQS -Hospital 

LAW -L«<» 

N£l -Neighbor 

NEW -New* Media 

OS A -Other Social Agency 

OTM -Other 

PAR -Parent 

REL -Relative 

SCM .School 

VIC -Victim 

Item 12 • Priority 

1 -Priority 01 

2 -Priority 02 

3 —Priority 03 

0 —Not Applicable 



hem 16 • Mai ital Status 

MA — Mamtd 

Wl . - Widowed 

SE - Separated 

Dl — Divorced 

SI — Single, never married 

UK — Unknown- 

NA - Not applicable, child 

hem 19 • Sex 

F — Female "* 

M - M.ile 

Item 20 • Sthmc Gioup 



A 
B 
M 

. I 
O 
X 



— Anglo . 

— oi»*4c 

— Hispanic 

— American* Indian 

— Oriental 

— Other 



CCDs ~ 


* \l 5 


u 7 . i " .*■*,«- • 


OV 


OVA 


0<n*<t Vicn^ 


FA 


FA A 


Fatn#r 


MO 


MOA 


Mom" 


SF 


SF A 


Sieof Jlt>«r 


SM 


SMA 


Sieomotn#r 


PP 


PPA 


Parent * Par*mo»»r 


AF 


AP A 


Ciecon Aaupi F a tn#i 


AM 


AMA 


Precon Adopi Motner 


FF 


FF A 


Foster Father 


FM 


FMA 


Foster Mother 


GF 


GFA 


Grandfather 


GM 


GMA 


Granomotne' 


BR 


BRA 


Brothai 


SI 


SIA 


Srstei 


SB 


SBA 


Sieporother 


SS 


SSA 


Stepsister 


AU 


AU A 


Aunt 


UC 


UCA 


Uncle 


CO 


COA 


Cousin 


OT 


OTA 


Other Relative 


sc 


SCA 


School Personnel 


DC 


OCA 


Day Care Personnel 


IN 


IN A 


Institutional Personnel 


NO 


NOA 


None of the Above 


UK 


UKA 


Unknown 


Item 22 


• Role 




VC 


— Alleged Victim 


AP 


— Alleged Perpetrator 


UK 


— Unknown 


NO 


— Not invoked 


Item 23 


- SSMS 




OP 


— Open 




oc 


— Open/Close 


NO 


— Oo not register 



Mem 29 • Charactei istics 

AG — Agtd 

BO - Bimd 

DF . - Oeaf 

PM - Physically Handicapped 

MR — Mentally Retarded 

ED — Emotionally Disturbed 

RF — Refugee 

MG — Migrant 

EN — Entrant 

NO — Nona 



A 6 A\" 






BO\'E 




bon"°F°i"ciu"i 


BR A 1 




fcS I r4 I f 1 0 rl T| (4t^ t* 


8 R U • 






BURN 1 




u»n« 


CONC 




GoncusMCin 


COn f 




C o n i i ne rn • 1 


OlSi. 




0 1 s'o ca i ro n 


DlSM 




w 1 arris *■ ■ Of i rr 1 1 n i 


E OUC 




Educational Neglect 


EMOT 




Emotional Abuse 


E x Pl 




E votoita^'On 


EX~ j 




E m po s u f t* 


Hf -M A 




^AMifnuii Cl i Km i# 1 1 

» ~ m m i u m ^ OwQuurc 1 


H 1: M R 




nemorrhaoe, Sobourai 


INT L 




internal 1 njui <e\ 


MALN 




Malnutrition 


MEDI 




Memcal Neqtect 


PHYS 




Physical Negtect 


POIS 




Poisoning 


PORN 




Pornography 


PROS 




Prostitution 


SCAL 




Scalding 


SENS 




Sensory Oamaoe 


SEXL 




Sexual Abuse 


SKUL 




Skull Fracture 


SPRA 




Sprains 


SUFF 




Suffocation 


SUPE 




Lack of Supervision 


WELT 




Welts 


WOUN 




Wounds 


NA 




Not Applicable 


em 23 • 


Fa;al 



NF - Not Fatal 

FA - Death because of ADusa/Neoject 

FO - Fatal-Other 

NA — Not Applicable 



Item 34 • Leaal Action 



Victim/ 
Child 



AH aged 
Perpetrator 



Other 

Individual — 




ACTION 

Petition Not Filvd 
Petition Filed 

Dm R Appointed Conservator 
Other Conservator Appointed 
Conservator Not Appointed 

No Criminel Charges Filed . 
Criminal Charges Filed 
Criminal Charges Dropped . 
Peroetrator Convicted - 
Alleged Ptrpetrator Acouitted 

Not Applicable 
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FC 



E 



Texas Oepanment of Human Resources 
SSMS CLIENT REGISTRATION 

2 WORKER INFORMATION 



1. looay't Datt 



3. PROVIDER INFORMATION 



\ WOrnc Name I Lai 1 1 


i • 




t> f mp NO 17 | C BJN 22 

. . . i 




i o Mail Coo* 

1 , . 



■ . Provioer No. 

r ! • » i 




o. Provioer Name 






; c Sue Nc 

i" , 


c i_iit ID 


e Biii»ng En 

" ! , 


Date 
1 


(. Provider Mailing Addrati (Strati or P.O. Bo*» 






lCnv> 




(ZIP) 




CLIENT INFORMATION 1 


r Temporary No. ^ 

g xo 7804475 














4. 


Diem No. a* 




5 Acuon Coae m 
C'l'Opan [""I 2 .Update 


^Js^Open'Ooea 


□ 4.CIQ- 


6. Effective bate m 

• 1 . 1 1 


7. 

i 


Clitnt Nama (Last) *»...,- ■ 

■ i i i i i i i 


(Fint). aa 

i i i i i i 1 i i 




(Ml) f* 

1 


6. Social Security No. 101 


9. Date of Birtn m 

,!,t, 


2 


10. Straat Add 

| 


rati ts 




1 1 . Cnv » 




12. State 

! 


13 


.ZIP 


14. CO. 


15. Cat* Nama lenter last nama lint) 

• i 1 • 1 • f 1 ! • • • 1 1 l t • 1 i • • 


16. Client No. of Caae Name 



IT 

17. MARITAL STATUS 



18. ETHNIC GROUP 



19. SEX 





1 •Married 




3 » Separata* 




ft.Sirej.e II 


7*N A/Child 




2 -Widowed 




4.Ql?oroad 




0. Unfcnqwn || 





| i.Analo [1 1 3M»ad*nic 


1 


5*Or«nta! 


| 2 Black |l 1 4* Am. Indian 


1 


6 -Omar 



2. Mala 



i3T 



20. CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS - Cneck ill mat ippw (Enter an * to deiete a c^reetemtic) 





QLAawd 




Qt.PTiyaiaoJJy MendanaaiPed 


| 0B*Retueoe 


| | 11 -Entrant 




02* Blind 




OB •Mentally Retooled 


I OB*Mifrant 


i I 




OS-Dearf 




0B •Emotionally Oritur Pod 


| 10-Nona 


i i 



S21. CLI 



21. CLIENT TYPE - Check only one Direct Delivery (O) and/or ona Purcnaie IP) 

Family Stlf^S ugportS tiyiCBS, ST5 



CCAD 



Child Protective 



0l*Smp./Pem. 



0MPSDT 



OMPSOT/Oav Care 



12*fcmp. Day Care 



it ANOl 

22. Eligibility status 



13*Prot. Day Cere 



HVPam. Violence 



17-R/E Specific 
Contrjgtt 



-STT 








21 -Caae Mgmt 






24-CCAO Pure neat 






2B*Prot. Caae Mf ml 






20-CCAO Atouee 






27-CCAD Ne§iect 


I 


2S*ExplOitation 


" I 


29-Criett intervention 


_1 







t • v ' • " {q* 










31-AOuea/Neajiect 






3&»A0i. Delinquent* 
Court Ordered 






32*ABuai 






3B* Unmarried Parent 






33>Na«iact 






34. Truant 






40* Soc.&*'<*fV-Ct.Ortf. 




I 38*fcuna«-av 


i 


4V0TI 






tt-Adi.CHINS- 
Court Ordered 






42 •Protective 

Placement INon- 
AOuae/Neeiect) 






37*Non*diuoteated 
CHINS 


I 







| 01.01 




QB.VV/0 Kaeorfl || 


10-St. Pd. P01. C**v | 


I 02-APDC Raeic. 




0?*ftaieor V iCCAOa***) j 


12*Pood Stamp ifb aw«t 


| G3*M AO/It 




OeVAPDC Pet. Care | 


1>AFOC App.OUaniv) 


| 04. income BM|. 




OB-MAO Pea. Care |J 


14-Cat. 5 R/E 


* ■ 1 





23. ELIG. DATE 



24. review date 



25. PRIORITY 



□ 



26. PURCHASED SERVICES 



r a. 2050 


0. SERVICE 1 


e. SERVICE 2 ^ 


SCORE 


Serviei 


unin 


Servtei 


Units 








1 1 




4a 

27. Correct/ 


u ' ' 

transfer to 


U 


a* 


at 

~ 2fi. 



tho BJN/Contract No. V 2B. PQRB.O. USE 



1 1 i 1 



"28.*. REA/CL O 

□ □ 



-FILHi FROM 
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Form 2000.A/2-B3 



REASON FOR CLOSURE CODES (Item 29) 



Choose a program-specific code, if applicable, from groups I, II, or III. If none are applicable, choose a generic code from group IV. 



I. FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES CODES 

01 - Services provided— no other services needed 

02 - Client employed full time for 30 davs or 

longer • services no longer needed* 

03 - Client employed parvtime for 30 days or longer- services no 

longer needed 

04 - Client refused to cooperate 

05 - Child Day Care parent is no longer participating in em- 

ployment, training, or job search 

06 - Child Day Care Services not available 

07 - EPSDT services arranged/provided 

50 - Client employed - self placement 

51 - TEC job placement without DHR assistance 

*CJ«nt employee full- time tor 90 days tor employment initiative 
provider aii eemem. 

II. AGED AND DISABLED SERVICES CDDES 

08 - Client denied due to income over the income limit up 

to $620.00 

09 - Client denied due to income - $621.00 - $700.00 * 

10 • Client denied due to income - $701.00 - S800.00 

11 • Client denied due to income - $801.00 - $1000.00 

12 * Client denied due to income - $1001.00 + 

13 * Client denied due to resources over the limit 

$5,001.00- $6,000.00. 

•a 

14 - Client denied due to resources - $6,001.00 - $7,000.00 

m 

15 * Client denied due to resources - $7,001 .00 - $8,000.00 

16 • Client denied due to resources - $8,001 .00 - $10,000.00 

17 * Client denied due to resources - $10,001 .00 - S20,000.00 

18 - Client dented due to resources - $20,001.00+ 
18 • Client denied due to transfer of resources 

• 20 - Client denied due to failure to provide information 

21 * Client's functioning improved— services no longer needed 

22 • Client's functioning deteriorated— r^oved to ICF facility, 
* nursing home, or skilled facility 

23 - Client ineligible due to lack of functional or medical need 

III. CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES CDDES 

A. Only for client types of Court-ordered ^?f^'J^r^ or Dut-of- 
Town Inquiry (OTIJ 

31 • Service completed — no further* child protect"* services 

needed 

32 - Drder/Reouest withdrawn — no further child protective 

services needed 



B. For all other Protective Services Client Types 

33 • Family Placed child with oihers-nc further DHR service* 

needed 

34 • Child returned home, parental/relative functioning in- 

proved — no further DHR services needed 

35 . Child returned home, problems in parental/relative func- 

tioning continue but further DHR services not appropriate 

36 -Juvenile placed in TYC or detention facility — no furtht 
DH R services needed 

37 . Child emancipated or services discontinued to child 18-21 

38 - Services discontinued to family member because of termi- 

nation of parental rights or because the family cannot be 
located after a diligent search (child must be placed with 
or by DHR) 

39 - The court has ordered DH R to terminate services 

'JO - Post-consummation services ended — no further DHR st 
vices needed 

C. If none of the above specific reasons apply in Child Protective 
Services, select one of the following reasons, rf appropriate. 

41 - Parental/individual functioning has improved — no further 

DHR services needed 

42 * Problem in parental/individual functioning continues, but 

DHR services are not appropriate 

IV. GENERIC CDDES 

' For all programs: If none of the above program-specific rea- 
sons apply, select one of the following generic codes: 

...J59- Client already open to another worker/contract provide 

70 - Priority group has Deen cut 

71 - Func for purchased services not available 
72- Client no longer eligible 

73 - DHR staff resources not available 

74 - Community resources not available 

75 - Client died 

76 - Client moved/ unable to locate 

77 - Client withdrew/dissatisfaction or refusal of services 

78 - Client refused f&fcay fees 
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PC 



nppenaix L.-.J 
Texas Department ot Human Resources 

FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION AND CONSERVATORSHIP 
TRACKING SYSTEM (FACTS) 
WORKER INFORMATION 



CLIENT INFORMATION / '- mo0r ^ No - ^ 

^100445364 







T r- : '.1 t* ■ 3 EJN i" 


u r.'.rt - Coo- i? locidv s Oat* 


1 1 1 Primary R esoontibility 


1 1 2 Courtesy SuoeryiKOn 



7. Cntnt No. at OR ] Q A A C: "3 C A fc. Aci-o« Cons- at , b. fcu«cli^ Date 

Ol U W-T-Tw'OUn j p. initiate J 1 | 1 3<Trrminm i 1 i *J 

1 1 | Tracking LJ 2 • Update 1 I T racktno 4. Close! I 



1 I L. 



10. Client Name (Last) so 



l » f t t iiii 



(First) as 



(Ml) 75j 1 1 SoO* S*rCunt> No. 
77 



-J L_ 



1 3 | tnmc Group a* 

_D 1-Anelo ["""] 2 -Black Q 3 -Hispanic 4 .American Indian fHs.Or 



12. Date ol b.rtn 17 



until 



Otner 



r U. SeTaT 



L]l- Female I I2. 



Male 



15 


CLIENT CHARACTERISTIC' 


» . Check an tnat aooiv (enter an * 


to delete a characterise* 








02 - Blind 


i Oft • Mentally Retarded 


1 08 - Refugee 


1 11-'..<i|rvni 


15. a. Ceruiication Worker 6JN 




03 • Olll 


I Ot - Emotionally Oisturoed 


1 09 • Migrant 


1 






1 04 - •hytioelly Handicapped 


| 07 • Sibling Graua 


| | 10 -None j 


i 







□ 

18. C 



16. Family identHier Name tamer last name i.rsti 

t* ...... 



LlENTTVPE 



I 



17. ?ami:y ID Citem No. imust be registered on SSMS) 





31 Abuse/Negiect 




37 • Non- adjudicated 
CHINS 




ilS-Abuae 




33-Negiafft 




SB* Adj. Delinquent- 
Court Ordered 




34 -Truant 




42- Prptetttte Placement 
(No* -AtoifPS/Neftoct) 




36* Kyniany 


at 


3B-Ad|. CHINS* 
Court Oroered 
— at' 


uJ 


43 -intonate dompatn for 
PlMtmem of Children 



19. ELIGIBILITY STATUS 



iLuGAL INFORMATION — 





01 SSI 




09 -MAO 

Foster Care 




02 • A*DC 




10 -State Paid 
Foster Cera 




03* MAO/IE 




04. me. C119. 




11*AFOC/MAO/SI> 
PC Application 
Pending 




06 • Without 
Retard 


1 j 14-Ceu 5 R/E 


Foft' ' Care 


- ! 



20. Certidcation/ 
EhQibiiitv Oate 



20. a. Denial Oate 



21. Review Uate 



22. 
Priority 



23. STATUS-lnitiate/Updata Termineta/Cloae 





01 • Men.Conatnratorehip/ 
P are nu I ftu. Not Term. 




OB* Adoption 
* Consummated 




02 - Men. ConsenratPfihip/ 
Parental Rtt. Term. 




07 -Child 

Emancipated 




03 * Voluntary 
ft iinflulahmtnt 




0B -Child Died 




04 - Voluntary Placement 
Agreement 




09* OMR Reap. 
Terminated 




OS - Other Legal Basis tor 
OMR Responsibility 








at 



26. 'gRMANENCV PLAN 





01 - Return Home/ 
Orsmiss Conserv. 


I 


06 


Emen. 
cipattor 






1-NA 


|02 - Adoption 


I 


07 


Other 






2-ARE 


1 03 • Permanent 
! Foster Care 




08 


Pending 






3- ARE Aj Otner 
Exchange 




04 • Transfer Cons, 
to Other 










4. No 




05 • Permanent 
Custodial Care 








ta 





27. ARE/ 

OTHER EXCHANGE 



PLACEMENT INFORMATION - Do not enter Item 28 (Line) txctpt on corrections: 



3 

11 


2ft. Lina 


29. Date Pieced 

.1.1. 


30 .Liv, Arr. 

. 


3h.Hc*» Prov. 


32. Facility Nd. 

1 . r 1 f 


J3. Residence Name ^ 


¥ 


Residence Street Address at 




t 1 l 


3fe.<t.t/ 
as 

*»••*- 


S7 


37.2IP 

1 r « » 


36. County 
10s 

. » u 


4 


28. Lma 


29. Date Placed 

.1.1. 


30. Liv. Arr. 

j 


31. How Prov. 

1 


32. Facility Nd. 

tiiit 


33. Residence Name 1 

1 1 . . • » t 1 1 1 1 1 . 1 1 t ■ 1 1 • 1 


^ , 


Residence Street Address 






35. City 


36 .St. 


37. 2IP 


38. County 


5 

IS 


26. Lma 29. Date Pieced 

,1.1.1. 


30. L>v. Arr. 


31. How. FrOv. 

* 


32. Facility NO. 


33. Residence Name s 


34. Residence Street Address 




35. City . 

1 i J — i 1 1 1 i — ! — L_i 


36.St 


37.2IP 

• 1 ■ » 


36. County 



MEDICAID CARD AOORESS H different from current placement 



39. CDRRECT/TRAMSPf R -.^r^- ~ r .. 

TO THIS BJN" ' _ " -40. . PQR S.O. US£~ AlT 



ZD 



AX. NAMK— CASTr 


p-ipan 

.... 1 . 


r 


Ml 

■ 1 


as. srmeurr 


aa. cm 




1 as. las. zi» 





Form 2001-A/2O 



0 
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' FILMED FROM 
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



FOSTEP CARE, ADOPTION AND CONSERVATORSHIP 
TRACKING SYSTEM (FACTS) 
Items 30 and 31 • Corresponding Codes 



ITEM 30 . LIVING ARRANGEMENT I ITEM 31 • HOW PROVIDED 



01 


- Own Horn* 


01 


— Not Applicable 


02 


- Reieme'» Hoffli 






03 


• IndfMndlnt Living A r rSngement 






31 


- Uneuthor it*o AbMnct 






32 


— Other 






fU 
V* 


_ 

— Aooptive Horn* 


02 


* Adoption Subsidy 


11 


— Adoptive Home/ Former Foster 


03 


^ r »iwi«P"j muvvi ion 




Horn* 


IT* 


• Purchased/Subsidised 








Adoption 






06 


- fir— 






06 


«_ Clt*nt Pays 






07 


* Cnuntv Paid Fmmi ^ >m 






06 


• AFQr Foftlf Cmwm 






06 








10 


vim r shi rumr ware 






13 


* Other Pays 


J» 


AriflBlilM ynma/D*il«nA linn i 


02 


— Adoption Subsidy 






03 


- Purchased Adoption 






OA 


- Purchased/Subsidised 








Adoption 






06 


- ^roa 






06 


• Cliam Pays 




- ■ . 


13 


— Other Pays 


OB 


• OMR Foster Home 


06 


• Proa 


00 


• uuw ponir noma — - 


06 


Wffoill e Bf a 


s 


- ^mwmt Potior Horn* (Perm. 


07 


— County Paid Foster Cara 




attorn lomr sin ^immk as§nesj). 


OB 


- AROC Poater Cara 


07 


- OH A Foster Group Horn* ~ 


OB 


- MAO Poster Cara 


0B 


- Other Fester Group Horn 


10 


Stata Paid Pottar Cara 


00 


- imertsney Shatter Foster Horn* 


12 


— CWEF Group Homa or 


10 


- imtrftney Shatter Poster Group 




Emergency Shaitar 




Home 


13 


— Othtr Pays 


11 


- Putter Home lor Emotionally „ - • 








Disturbed ^ ; 






12 


— Poster Group Homo tor Em©.' 








tionaiiy Disturbed 






13_ 


— Poster Homo lor Mentally ■ 








Retarded 






14 


— Poster Group Homo tor . - . 








Mentally Retarded 






16 


. — Emergency Shelter Institution • 







ITEM 30 • LIVING ARRANGEMENT 



ITEM 31 HOW PROVIDED 



17 


— Private Child Caring 


06 


_ pre* 




Institution 


AC 


— ^IMni r it* 


19 


— Privata institution for 


07 


— County Pa»d Foster j 




Mentally Rataroed 


Cere 


21 


— Pnveie Institution for 




Emotionally Omurbed 


08 


- AFOC Foster Cere 


22 


— Public/Private lor. . , _ 


09 


— »amu rwiiii were 




Physically Handicapped ! 


10 


-•State Peid Fottfjr 


23 


- pubiic/Pnvaia lor Blind/ 




Cera 




Oaaf 


13 


- Other Peys 


27 


— Maternity Homa 






2B 


— HerHvey House 






29 


— Hospital 






36 


— Therapeutic Cemp 






16 


— Public Child Caring Institution 


05 


- Free 


18 


— Public Institution for Memeily 


06 


- Client Pays 




Retarded 


07 


• County Paid 


20 


- Public Irmitution for Emotionelly 




Foster Care 




Oinuroad 


13 


— Otner Peys 


24 


— Tease Youth Council Facility 


05 


- Free 


25 


— Other Juvenile Oetcniion Fecility 


13 


— Other Peys 


26 


— jeils and Prisons 







30 — Nursing Home 



06 - Client Pays 
13 — Other Peys 



ACTION 
CODE 


• • - Form 2001 -A ■•■ 


Form 2001— 6 - • 


PRIMARY WORKER 


COURTESY 
WORKER 


PRIMARY WORKER 


COURTESY 
WORKER 


INITIATE 
TRACKING 


All items mult be completed. Legal status 
must be 01436. 


items 1*12 must 
o* completed. 


All client reieted items tnet ere not pre- 
printed mutt be completed. Legal status 
mult oe 0146. ..... 


Items 5. 6. 8, end 6 
must fca completed. 


UPDATE 
TRACKING 


All items must be completed. 


Items 1*12 end 39 (if 
a BJN transfer is 
necessary) must be 
completed. 


Items 5. 8. 9 and any items thet need to 
oe added or updated must be completed. 


Items 5. 8. 9. end 
39 (it a BJN transfer 
b> necessary) must . 1 
be completed. | 


TERMINATE 
TRACKING 


All items mult be completed. Legal status 
must be 06-09 and lege! statue data must be 
updated. 


Oo not use this ect- 
ion coo*. , 


Items 6. 8. 9, and any items that need 
to be added or updated must be com. 
pleted. Level status must be 06-09 and leoa'f" 
status data must be updated 


Do not use this 
action code. 


CLOSE 

TRACKING • - 


All items must be completed. Legal status 
mutt be 06-09 and legal status date must be 
updated. 


IfltyjV 1-12 must - 
be completed. 


Items 6. 8. 9 and any items that need tp be . 
added or updated must be completed. Level 
status must be 06-09 and legal status del* 
must be updated. 


Items f>,&«fc*o ; 
m»e£V»iW^, ii* 

• ... j. 



o 
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Submit Daily to MIS 



Appendix C-4 
unit # 



Date 

INTAKE LOG 

General Instructions : 

Please provide this Information on all Intakes (Priority 1 , 2, or 3 ) and a I I 14 R's dally to MIS. If you 
need clarification, contact MIS staff or your P.O. 

Type A/N - Enter type of abuse/neglect, whether sexual abuse or non-sexual abuse or I i R. 

Worker Assigned - Enter name of worker assigned to Intake. 

If case Is I A R or Priority 3 and will not be assigned to a worker for Investigation, 
entur I & R In this space. 

Intake logs are to be sent to MIS (Beaumont or Nacogdoches) by the unit supervisor dally. This will allow 
for point of entry Intake tracking as mandated by Program Directors. 



Date Priority Type 

Reported a t ( S A , A , N , 

CANRlS - # ' Case Name To DHR Intake A/N, lafl) worker Ass igned ElN 

(C# from 2202) (From 2202-Line 1) (As on 2202) " 



Intake Log 

The computer generated Intake Log consists of a listing of all intakes 
(Priority I, II, and III), Priority III intakes not investigated, I&R's 
(Information and Referrals), and HP's (Intakes In Progress) for individual 
units* The intakes are listed with the temporary "C" number from the CANRIS 
form (2202A). I&R's are assigned consecutive numbers from a numbering 
machine* Other information listed on the Intake Log is the name, date of 
intake, priority, type of intake, and worker assigned to the intake* 

As a finalized CANRIS is entered into the computer, the intake is up- 
dated on the Intake Log with an asterisk to the left of the intake to indicate 
to the supervisor that the CANRIS has been done. After the Intake Reading 
Guide has been entered into the computer, the asterisk is replaced by a plus 
sign. Thereby the supervisor is aware of the intakes for which the investiga- 
tions have not been completed, intakes that have been CANRISed, and intakes 
that have been read for standards. 

The Intake Log is generated at midmonth and at the end of the month. 
This report is sent to the supervisors with copies to the Program Directors 
and Regional Director. 

After the end-of-the-month report is generated, a purge is done of the 
data in the Intake Log. All Priority I and II intakes that have been read, 
all Priority III intakes that have been CANRISed, Priority III intakes that 
were not to be investigated, I&R's, and HP's are purged from the Intake Log. 
These totals are stored in the computer by unit and by region to be used at a 
later date for statistical purposes. 



08-1 5-86 



Temporary* 



♦C8S9281 0 
C8592840 
♦C8592390 
♦C8S928S0 
♦C8772S80 
C8772590 
C8772G00 
C877261 0 
C8772620 
C8592900 
+C8S93260 
♦C8SS59S0 
♦C7970650 
♦C8S93200 
C8S93250 
C8772690 
C8772700 
*C8772720 
C8772730 
C8772750 
C8772770 
C8772790 
♦C8772800 
C877281 0 
C8594050 
C8772830 
000004(362 
C8771 640! 
C8772840 
C8772850 
C8772870 
C8772880 
C877289 0 
C8772920 
C8772930 
C8772940 
C8594090 
C85941 00 
C8S94140 
C8S941S0 
C8772950 
C8772970 
C8772980 
C8772990 
C8773000 
C877301 0 
C87T3020 
C8773030 
C8771 620 
C8771 630 



Case Name 



n t a k e 




L o a 


Unit 


# 17 


Reported 










to DHR 


Pr i 


Type 


Worker 


EIN 


07-22-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


07-22-86 


2 


A 


CARR , BELINDA 


£609 


07-23-86 


1 


A 


SPELL, RONALD 


9057 


"07-23-86 


1 


A 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-23-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


07-23-86 


1 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


07-24-86 


2 


N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-24-86 


2 


A/N 


CARR , BELINDA 


3609 


07-24-86 


2 


SA 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-25-86 


2 


N 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


07-25-86 


2 


N 


NGUYEN, DINH 


D951 


07-25-86 


2 


N 


NGUYEN, DINH 


D951 


07-28-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


07-28-86 


1 


SA 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-28-86 


2 


A/N 


CARR , BELINDA 


2609 


07-28-86 


2 


A 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


07-28-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


07-29-86 


2 


A 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


07-29-86 


3 


A 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-29-86 


2 


N 


CARR , BELINDA 


2609 


07-29-86 


2 


N 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


07-30-86 


2 


N 


SPELL, RONALD 


9057 


07-30-86 


2 


N 


NGUYEN, DINH 


D951 


07-30-86 


2 


N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


07-31-86 


2 


N 


NGUYEN, DINH 


D951 


07-31-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


.5004 


08-01-86 




I&R 






08-01-86 


1 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


08-0 1 -86 


2 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


08-01-86 


2 


N 


STEPHENSON, LOYCE 


4381 


jOfc-01-86 


3 


A 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-01 -86 


2 


A 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


08-01 -86 


2 


SA 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


08-0 1 -86 


2 


A 


NGUYEN, DINH 


D951 


08-0 1 -86 


1 


SA 


CAPPI , JUDITH 


B135 


08-0 1 -86 


2 


N 


STEPHENSON, LOYCE 


4381 


08-02-86 


3 


N 


IIP 




08-02-86 


2 


A 


IIP 




08-04-86 


3 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


C8-04-86 


2 


A 


STEPHENSON, LOYCE 


4381 


08-04-86 


2 


N 


CARR , BELINDA 


2609 


08-05-86 


2 


H 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-05-86 


2 


A 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


08-06-86 


1 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


08-06-86 


2 


N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-06-86 


2 


A/N 


CAPPI, JUDITH 


B135 


08-07-86 


2 


N 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


08-07-86 


1 


N 


IIP 




08-08-86 


1 


N 


IIP 




06-08-86 


3 


N 


CAPPI, JUDITH 


B135 
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08-1 5-86 



Intake Log 



Unit * 17 



Temporary* 

C87730401 
C8771 6501 
C87716601 
00000470 1 
C87716801 
C87717001 
C8771 7601 
000004732 
C8S941701 
C8771 7*01 
C8771 7901 
C877181 01 
C87718201 

Summary 



Case Nam* 




Total 

1 13 



SA 
1 1 



A 
30 



Reported 










t o DHR 


Pr i 


Type 


Worker 


EIN 


08-08-86 


2 


A 


STEPHENSON , LOYCE 


4381 


08-09-86 


1 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


08-1 0-86 


2 


A/N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-1 1 -86 




I 6R 






08-1 1-86 


1 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


08-1 1-86 


2 


N 


CARR, BELINDA 


2609 


08-1 1-86 


2 


N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-12-86 




I&R 






08-12-86 


2 


A/N 


CAPPI, JUDITH 


B1 35 


08-12-86 


2 


A 


YOUNG, SUSAN 


5004 


08-12-86 


2 


N 


STEPHENSON, LOYCE 


4381 


08-1 3-86 


2 


N 


HARRIS, GAIL 


C704 


08-13-86 


£ 


A 


IIP 




N A/N 


I4R 


PI P2 P3 


IIP 


60 


9 


3 


26 76 8 


5 



* -CANRIS finalized; Reading Guide not returned 

♦ -CANRIS finalited; Reading Guide returned. 
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CPS Specialist's Performance Report - Preliminary 
This report is a listing of the data from all reading guides that have 
been entered for each worker during the period of time for which the report is 
run. The report lists the case name and number, type of case, any non- 
compliances which reflect how the standards relate to the Performance Evalua- 
tion (4040) and the supervisor's quality rating. There is also a column to be 
used to indicate whether the CPS specialist requests an exception (non- 
compliance which is beyond the worker's control) and the reason for this 
request. 

The preliminary report is generated at the end of the month and is sent 
to the CPS specialist and supervisor by the fifth working day of the next 
month, with copies to the Program Director and Regional Director. After 
receiving the preliminary report, the specialist and supervisor discuss cases 
where the worker was out of compliance and they feel the non compliance was 
due to circumstances beyond their control. If they agree that there are ex- 
ceptions to the non compliances, they indicate this on the report. The super- 
visor sends the report to the Program Director asking him for approval of the 
requested exceptions. The Program Director will determine whether or not to 
allow the worker not to be faulted for the non compliance. The Program Direc- 
tor completes his part of the preliminary report and sends the report to the 
MIS by the 25th of the month for entry of the exceptions. 
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in Date: 08/19/86 
•BPR600* 



Texas Department of Hunan Services - Nacogdoches, Texas 
Uorker's Ptrforutnct Report - Preliminary 
Reflecting 05/01/86-07/31/86 



Uorkar Nam*: MEL AN IE CLEVELAND 

■■" EIN: 3397 
Unit : 13 



To: Caseworker 
Supervisor 



Case Name 
Caae Numbtr 




C68462801 



C68463201 



Type 
Ca«» 

Intake-Prio 1 

Intake-Prio 1 

Intake-Prio 1 

Intake-Prio 1 

Intake-Prio 1 No: 



Coapl iance 
rff/N9-p fr a|U^ 

Yea 



Y** 
Yea 



Performance 
Indt catorf 

Each standard is in 
coapl lance 

Each standard is in 
coapl iance 



Do You Request a " 
Supv. Compliance Exception Why? 
Hatino (V 9 r NJ 



Each standard is In 
conpl iance 



Yes 



Each standard is in 
comp l iance 



IA3) Oral and written notifica- 
tion of law; Non-Comp(SSHB 2210) 



Assessment 

Narr/Forms 




Intake-Prio C 

( NSA ) 

Intake-Prio 2 
(NSA) 



Intake-Prio C No: 
(NSA) 



Yes 

~1fe« 



Each standard Is In — 4 

compliance - " * - 



IB4) Non-sex abuse-oral/wr itten 

not if of -law-non-compliance 

(SSHB 2220) 



C68455101 
^^^^22^^ 001 

^^^^cfl^Ro, 001 
Sft^S^S o^TToi 



Intake-Prio 2 

(NSA) 

Ongoing -- - 

Ongoing ■ - - 

-Ongoing 

-Ongoing 



" Yes • 
Yes 
Yes 
-Yes- 
-Yes- 



"■ Each standard is in — 3 

coapl iance 

A - Assessment 

F - Narr/Forms 

Each standard 1« in ~3 

compl iance 

Each standard is in ~ 3 
compl iance 

Each standard is in — 3 " — 
comp 1 iance 



-Each standard ~ts "in 3" 

compl iance 

-Each standard -is-in — 3 
coapl iance - 
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Run Oat*: 08/19/86 
A *8PR600» 



Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, 
Uorker's Performance 1 Report - Pre! imlna 
"Reflect ing- 05/0 1 /86 -07/3 1/86 



Texas 
ry 



Uorker Name: MEL. AN IE CLEVELAND 

EIN: 3397 

Unit : 13 



To: Caseworker 
Supervisor 



Cafe Nana 
Case Number 



831 061301 ,1101 ,001 



504 '> 1 9S2'J , 001 , 008 



£41332202, 00 1 , 001 



806241604, 001 , 001 



Type 
Case 

Ongoing 
Ongoing 



Comp 1 iance 
(Yti/No-Ditaj|) 



Performance 
Indicator* 



""'Do You Request a 

Supv. Compliance Exception Uh 
P«Ilna ( Y or NJ 



Yes 



Each standard is in 3 
compl iance 



No: 



"8 Monthly contact Non-compliance B 



Interviewing 
E - P.O.S. Develop. 
F - Narr/Forns 



Ongoing 
Ongo ing 



S03£S393!>,001 ,002 
506454845,000,001 
8405741 0 1 ,00< ,001 
SS*M4^^^^0 0 : 



504382122,000,001 



Ongoing 



CVS-Subcare 
CVS-Subcare 
CVS-Subcare 



CVS-Subcare 
hin . St andard 



Yes 



Each standard is in 
compl iance 



No: — 



-7A2 Fa* POS Joint -Development 

Non-compliance (SSHB3310) 



B - 'Interviewing 



-7A3 Fam P0S---Mo- copy-ro parents/ 
-caretaker (SSHB 3310) 



-8 Monthly-contact Non-compliance - B 

E 
F 



P.O.S. Develop . 

- Narr/Foras 

*** Interviewing 

- P.O.S. Develop. 

- Narr/Foras 

- Interviewing 

- P.O.S. Develop. 

- Narr/Foras 



Yes 



Bach standard Is in 3 
compl i ance ~ 



Yea 



Yes 
Yes 



Yes 



Each standard is in 3 
compliance 

Each standard is In 3 
compl iance 

Each standard is in 3 
compl i ance 

Each standard is In 
compliance 
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Run Date: 08/19/66 
♦BPR600* 



Worker Name : 
EIN: 



Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas 

Worker's Performance Report - Preliminary 
Reflecting OS/0 t/86-07/3 1/86 



To: Caseworker 
- Supervisor 



HELANIE CLEVELAND 
3397 



— For P. D. only: List Compliance Exceptions and Code Reason if Granted. 
Submit to MIS by 18th of month. 



-Csff N«ije/Nurcfr tr /R i Cft St*ndard/Reautr»m>nt 



- firanttd -If Granted, 
Y/N Reason 



Codes: 

-t— 1 1 lness --■ ■— 

2 - Unit Vacancies 

3 - Excessive Time- 
Consuming Case(s) 

4 - Authorized Leave 

Caseload Mix Prob|#m 
"SA — Intake Overload 

SB- Ongoing Overload 

SC- Subcars Overload 
~6 ---Unusu*'. Court Requirement! 

7 - Data fc-ror 

8 -■ Other ■ 



"""P.O. Signature 



Date 



ERIC 



CPS Specialist's Performance Report - Final 
After the exceptions have been entered into the computer from the 
preliminary report, the Specialist's Performance Report - Final is generated. 
The final report has basically the same type of information as the preliminary 
report; that is, case name and number, type of case, non compliances, perfor- 
mance indicators and supervisors rating. In addition, it indicates a yes or 
no for the compliance exceptions and the reason the exception was granted. 

At the end of the report, there is a compliance percentage summary 
giving the caseload compliance percentage for the month of the report, 
caseload compliance percentage for fiscal year to date and caseload percentage 
for the worker's evaluation year to date. It also details the total number of 
compliances out of total number of standards for each type of case year to 
date, a synopsis of all of the problem areas (non compliances) noted for that 
worker year to date, an average quality rating for the month, average quality 
rating year to date, and a listing of all of the compliance exceptions granted 
year to date. 

This report is run on the 30th of the month after exceptions have been 
entered. It is generated to the CPS specialist, supervisor and Program Direc- 
tors with a copy to the Regional Director. 
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in Date: Q3/S0/86 
*BPR61 0* 

Unit Number: 13 
Worker Name: MELANIE CLEVELAND 
EIN: 3397 



Texas Department of Human Services - Nacogdoches, Texas 
Worker's Performance Report - Final 
Reflecting OS/01/86 - 07/31/86 



Case Name 
Case Nurabar 



Type 
Case 



Corapl i ance 
(Y»s/No-DetaH2 



Performance 
Indi caiors 



To Caseworker 
Supervisor 
Program Director 



Supv. Exception Reason 
Rat ing Requested Granted Granted 




Intake-Prio 1 Yes 

Intake-Prio 1 Yes 

Intake-Prio 1 Yes 

Intake-Prio 1 Yes 

Intake-Prio 1 No: 



-IA3) Oral and written notlflca- 



Each standard Is in 4 
comp 1 1 ance 

Each standard is in 3 
comp 1 lance 

Each standard is in 3 
comp 1 lance 

Each standard is in 3 
comp 1 1 ance 



Assessment 



tion of law; Non-Comp ( SSHB 2210) F - Narr/Forms 



■-■ Y . Illness 




C684SS1 01 
^S^l^ffl, 00 1 
i^Sft O^^l 0 , 0 0 1 
^^^^^^^O^O^^I 
I^&TSsq] 0^^^2 



Intake-Prio 2 - Yes 
(NSA) 

— Intake-Prio 2 — Yes 
(NSA) 



Intake-Prio 2 No: 

(NSA) 

134) Non-sex abuse-oral/written 

..... n ot if of law non-compliance 

(SSHB 2220) 




Intake-Prio 2 

(NSA) 

Ongo ing 
Ongoing 
Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
Ongoing — 



- Y e« — 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes - 
Yes — 
Yes — - 
—Yes 
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Each standard is in 4 
comp 1 iance 

Each standard is in —3 •- 
comp 1 1 ance 

" *■ 3 

A - Assessment 

*F - Narr/Forms — 



Each standard is in ~3 
comp 1 1 ance 

Each standard is in 3 
comp 1 i ance 

Each standard is in 3 
compl i ance 

Each standard is in " 3 
comp 1 iance 

Each standard is in "3 
comp 1 lance 

-Each standard is in — 3 
compl lance 

-Each standard is in 4- 

compl lance 



ERIC 



un Date: 08/S0/86 
*BPR610* 

. Unit Number: 13 

Worker Man*: HELANIE CLEVELAND 

r;- E IN: -3397 - 

Case Name Type 

tMM^iU£k±L^ Case 

~ssflm*S' sssssssM ~ Ongoing 

; 241 332202,001 ', 001 



Texas Department of Hunan Services - Nacogdoches, Texas 
Worker's Performance Report - Final 
" " *«f lect lng — 05/01/86 - 07/31/86 



Ongo lng 



5032S393S, 001 , 0 02 



906454845,000,001 



'Ongoing ~ 
-CVS-Subcare 



To^ Caseworker 
Supervisor * 
Program Director 



Conpl 1 ance 
(Yes/No-Detaip 
- Yes 



Supv . Except Ion 



Reason 



Performance 

Indicators Retina Requested Granted granted 

Each standard Is In — 3 — ~ - - — — - 

compliance 



No: 



— 3 



7AS Ram POS - Joint Development 
— -Non-compliance-tSSHB 3310) — 



8 - Interviewing 

P . 0 . S. Devel r>p .~ 
F - Narr/Forms 
7A3 Fan POS - No copy to parents/ B - Interviewing 

- caretaker CSSHB 3310) E - P. OS. Develop. 

F - Narr/Forns 
8 Monthly contact Non-compliance B - Interviewing 

. £ - p . o . S. Develop . - 

F - Narr/Forms 



Yes 

Ye*~ 



Each standard Is in 

compliance 



'Each standard ts~in 
compl iance 



$04382122,001 ,00 1 



-CVS-Subcare 

Hin . stand. 



-Yes 



'Each standard Is in 
compliance 



-3 — 
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in Oat*: 08/20/86 
•BPR610* 



Texas Dapartwent of Human Services - Nacogdoches* Texas 

Uorktr'a Performance Report - Final 
Reflecting — 05/01/86 — 07/31/86 



To: Caseworker 

— Supervisor 

Program Director 



■ Compliance Percentage Summary Sheet 
Caseload Compliance X for July 



98X 



-Caseload Compliance- 7, for Fiscal YTD 97X 

Caseload Compliance X for Evaluation YTD 97X 



Evaluation Due: August 



-No .—of -Standards J 003 Co wpHanc* YTp 

Intake - 235 of 243 standards 
Ongoing - 160 of 176 standards 

-CVS- Sub care-- 18- of 18 standards 

Win. Stds. - 44S of 445 standards 

Compliance Exceptions Granted YTft 
1 Illness 



-Problem-Areas NotsdYTP 
IA1 ) Supv . not informed 
IA3) Oral and written n 
—I IA)-Nature/e)rtent/caus - 
- IIB) Person responsible 
MO Other child(ren)'s 
— ! IF>— fterationshtp-of ~ch 
7A2 Fan POS - Joint Dev 
7A3 Fam POS - No copy t 
-8l-Far,-POS-nor-r»vtewed 
~B2 Fam POS not signed b 
"8 Monthly contact Non-c 



Supervisor Average — 
- Rating of Qualitv/JUL: 
3 . 00-Good 



Supervisor Average ' 
-Ratlno of Qua lit v/YTD 
3. 17-Good 



ERIC 



Supervisor's Case Reading Tickler 

The purpose of this report is to indicate to the supervisors which in- 
takes and cases are to be read any given month. It will also* show intakes and 
cases on which the reading guides are overdue. 

Another purpose of this report is to serve as a reminder to the super- 
visor that initial Ongoing, CVS Subcare, and Minimum Standards Reading Guides 
have not been completed on new cases. 

This report is generated at the end of the month and sent to the super- 
visors and Program Directors, with copies to the Regional Director and Case 
Analyst. 

This report is automatically updated as the reading guides are received 
and entered in the computer. The report can be generated at any time during 
the month by special requests. 
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*BPR500* 



To : Superv.i sor 

Program Director 



Supervisor's Case Reading Tickler - July 

07/31/86 



Supervisor's Name: AMANDA NEWTON 



Casfr Name 






Date To 



Case Number 


Be Read 




Intake 






C83905701 


07/86 


♦Overdue* 


C776S290 1 


07/86 


♦Overdue* 


C77664S01 


04/86 


♦Overdue* 


C798S9201 


07/86 


♦Overdue* 


C77644701 


04/86 


♦Overdue^ 


C77664601 


04/86 


♦Overdue^ 


Onaoina 






505796137 


02/86 


♦Overdue* 


504224978 


01/86 


♦Overdue^ 


505682302 


02/86 


♦Overdue* 


501757147 


07/86 




Siibcare 






503876004 


03/86 


♦Overdue* 


263169307 


07/86 


♦Overdue* 


501529044 


07/86 


♦Overdue* 



INITIAL ONGOING READING GUIOE INFORMATION LIST 



Initial Ongoing Reading Guides have not 
been received on the following cases. 
Due dates are Date Open plus 48 days. 



Case Nam* 



Casa Number 



Data Open 




505746819 
505561489 
506222238 
259869701 
501234330 
506392260 
505794341 
500559466 
281643201 
506553748 
506771689 



03/1 1/86 
02/03/86 
07/25/86 
08/07/86 
01/07/86 
08/13/86 
1 0/28/85 
07/2S/86 
09/09/85 
04/24/86 
07/31/86 
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♦BPRSOO* 



To : Supervisor 

Program Director 



Superv ; • s C*l fading Tickler - July 

07/31/86 



Supervisor's Name: AMANDA NEWTON 



INITIAL CVS SUBCARE READING GUIDE INFORMATION LIST 



Initial CVS Subcare Reading Guides have 

not been received on the following 

cases. Due dates are Date Open plus 33 days. 



Case Name 



Case Numh^ 



Date Open 




505937S25 
263.1 69306 
263169305 
505379627 
281780007 
505561491 
505023793 



07/09/86 
09/03/84 
09/03/84 
09/03/84 
02/20/86 
02/06/86 
03/05/86 



INITIAL MINIMUM STANDARD READING GUIDE INFORMATION LIST 



Initial Minimum Standard Reading Guides 
have not been received on the following 
cases. Due dates are Date Open plus 33 days. 



Case Name 



Case Numh«n 



Date Open 




£05937525 
263169306 
263169307 
2631 69305 
505379627 
281780007 
505561491 
505023793 



07/09/86 
09/03/84 
09/03/84 
09/03/84 
09/03/84 
02/20/86 
02/06/86 
03/05/86 



NOTE: Reading guides must be submitted to MIS within 3 days after case is read. 
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^'p qrvisor's Q uarterly Aggregate Report 
This report was designed for the CPS supervisors in Region 10, The 
report includes a listing of all service control standards by type of case. 
The report gives a breakdown by each worker in the unit of total non com- 
pliances and total cases read for each standard. The information is also to- 
taled for each unit. 

This report can be run including exceptions or excluding exceptions. 
The report is a quarterly report but can be generated for any period of 
time. It is sent to the supervisors > Program Directors and Regional Director. 



C-22 
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i 8PR660 ♦ 09/03/86 TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES. TEXAS 

Supervisor ! NEUTOM AM4UIU T Supervisor's Quarterly Aggregate Report 

supervisor, neutqn AMANDA J 05/01/86 - 07/31/86 

YPE CON^rSl ( I^Xudlng Exception. ) 

-aiMfiMfi . ... Tvtal jWCo«Dlt«nce / Total Caw. ftaaLLSlfcll 

CQRPRAY J ftNrs PENN stryker 

1 !5S? #t ""?li/ rU " t " tiM ' 0/ 34 0/ 0 0/14 0/80/3 

IB4) Mon-i»« *bui 4/ 34 " 0/ 0 0/ 14 0/ 8 0/3 

Tittan 

HA) N*tur»/*xt #r , " 0/ 34 0/ 0 0/ 14 0/ 8 Q, 3 

t/ciun not de- 



IIB) Ptnon </«ip Q 0/ 34 " 0/ 0 1/ 14 0/ 8 

nsible not iden- ' 



0/ 



IXC) Other" childC 0/"~34 0/ " 0 0/ "14 

ren)'s man/ 



0/8 1/3 



~XXD> Caretakor ab 1/ 34 0/ 0 0/ ~14 j/ 8 0/ 3 

ility to protect 



"I IE) Adequacy Q f~ 0/ "34 ' 0/ 0 0/ ~ 14 0/ 8 1/ 3 

ho»e tnv. not 



I IF) Relationship f/~ 34 0/ 0" 0/ — 14 0/ 8 0/ 3 

of child to 



XIC) NMd Yqp DHR 6/ 34 0/ ~V 0/ 14 '" — 0/ 8 0/ 3 

protective 



till Supv. approv 0/ 34~" 0/ 0 67" 74 6/ ~8 0/ 3 

al not obtained 



I VA) results not f,/' 34 67 0 1/ ~14 67 8 0/ ~ 3* 

explained- ' 3 

!VB> Results not 0/ 34 0/ 0 0/ 14 3/ 8 0/ 3 

expallned- ' J 

IVC) Results not " "0/ 34 0/ 0 1/14 2/8 

explained- c/ 



0/ 3 

tntakeg(NSA) TOTAL 34 0/ 0 3/ l4 6/ 8 2/ 3 



C 3 3 
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Appendix C-10 



Quarterly Service Control Compliance Report 
This report was designed for the Program Directors. It includes a list- 
ing of all ssrvice control standards for each type of case. For each 
standard, it will give the number of cases read for the period of time for 
which the report is run «*nd the number of cases read fiscal year to date. The 
report lists by unit the number of cases with non compliances for the period 
of report and the total compliance percentage for the period of the report. 
In addition, the report will give the compliance exceptions granted for the 
a of the report. 

The final two columns of the report give the number of cases with non 
compliances fiscal year to date and the compliance percentage fiscal year to 
date. 

This report will be issued quarterly to the Program Directors with a 
copy to the Regional Director. This report can be run for any period of time 
and can be generated on request. 



ERLC 
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>tPR650# 
tun Data: 



rypa 

lAli 

Ingoing 



09/03/B6 



Sarvlca 

Control 
_ Standard 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOCOOCHES, TEXAS 
Quarterly Sarvlca Control/Coppllanca Report 
05/01/86 - 07/31/86 



TO: 



Program Director* 
Regional Director 



7A1 Orlg Fan POS 
Tioa 



Nuabar Caaaa 
Appl lcabl* 



352 / 1012 



Nuabar Casas 
Non-Coapl lanca 
For Period 



7A2 Fas POS - Jol 
nt Davalopaant 



352 / 1012 



7A3 Fm POS — No" 
copy to parant*/ 



352/1012 



Unit 13( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 16( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 21( 
Total ( 



Unit 13( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 16( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19< 
Unit 21 ( 
Unit 22( 
Total ( 



Unit 13( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 16( 
Unit ia< 
Unit 19< 
Unit 21 ( 
Unit 22( 
Total ( 



7A4 Fa* POE - 
blaaa/af facta 



Pro 



352 / 1012 



J7A5 Fan POS - Jjol 
ut lona/objac- 



_352 / 1012 



Unit 13( 
Unit 1S( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19< 
Unit 21 ( 
Total ( 



Unit 13( 

Unit 15( 

Unit 16( 

Unit 18( 

"Unit 19< 

Unit 21( 
Total ( 



6) 
6) 
1 ) 
4) 

12) 
8) 

37) 



20) 
10) 
4) 
7) 

i3;i 

IS) 

ii ) 

60) 



24) 
14) 
6) 
12) 
13) 
18) 
"1 ) 
88) 



Coapl lanca 
Parcant 

Fo r Period 

80 X 



Coapl lanca Excaptlona 
Grantad 

For Pariod 



Nuabar Caaaa Coapl lanca 
Non-Coap 1 lanca Parcant 
f9f YTP Flacal YTD 



77 X 



Othar 



Unit 18( 
Tot. ( 



2) 
2) 



75 X 



Othar 



Unit 15( 3) 
Unit 18( 2) 
Tot. ( 5) 



3) 
4) 
5) 
7) 
27) 



6) 
3) 
1 ) 
4) 

" 7) 
7) 

28) 



92 X 



Othar 



Unit 18( 

Tot r ( 



n 
iV 



92 X 



Othar 



Unit 18( 

Tot . " ( 



1) 

h 



Unit 13( 

Unit 14( 

Unit 15( 

Unit 16( 

Unit 18( 

Unit 19( 

Unit 21( 
Total ( 

Unit 13( 
Unit 14( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 16( 
JJnlt 17( 
Unit T8< " 
Unit 19( 
Unit 21( 
Unit 22( 
Total ( 

*u"nft~l3(" 
Unit 14( 

Jllnlt J5< 
Unit til 
Unit 17( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 21( 

_Unlt 22( 
Total ( 

_Unit_J3< 
Unit 14( 
Unit 15( 

_Unit 16( 
Unit 10( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 21 ( 
Total ( 

JJnlt J3( 
Unit 14( 
Unit 15( 
Unit U( 
Unit 17( 
Unit 18( 

_Unlt J9( 
Unit tic 
Total ( 



11 ) 
6) 
18) 
11 ) 
4) 
21 ) 
14) 
. AS) 

40) 

22) 
39) 
28) 

4) 

7) 
40) 

_ 32> 

as) 

238) 
SO J " 

11 ) 

37) 
30) 
5) 
_14) 
" 39) 
37) 
2) 
225) 

_17) 
4) 
12) 
7) 
4) 
K0) 
15) 
69) 

_ 13 ) 
4) 
15) 
9 ) 
4) 
4) 
13) 
15) 
77) 



91 X 



76 X 



77 X 



93 X 



92 X 



81 
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8PR6S0* 

un Data: 09/03/86 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOCDOCHES, TEXAS 
Quartarly Sarvlca Control/Co«plianca Raport 
05/01/66 - 07/31/a* 



Sarvlca 
Control 
Standard 



D1 Faa POS not ra 
viawad with 



Nuabar Caaaa 

Appllcabla . 
Par/FlacalYTD 

358 / 1018 



Nuabar Caaaa 
Non-Coapl i anca 
For Parind 



88 Faa POS not si 
gnad by 



358 / 1018 



ft Monthly contact 
Non-coap 1 lAnct 



358 / 1018 



Unit 13( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 16( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 81( 
Unit 22< 
Tot A 1 ( 



Unit 13( 
Unit 15( 
Unit 19( 
Unit £1( 
"' Total ( 



Unit 13( 
Unit 1S( 
Unit 16( 
Unit 18( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 21< 
Unit 88( 
Total ( 



4) 
S) 
8) 
8) 
14) 
13) 
8) 
48) 



3) 
4) 
10) 
15) 
38) 



14) 
7) 
8) 
3) 

17) 

81) 
8) 

66) 



Coapllanca 
Parcant 
For Period 

da x 



Coapllanca Exception* 
Crantad 

For Ptrlod 

UCRaqulra Unit 22( 1) 

Tot. ( I) 

Othar Unit 18( 1) 

Tot. ( 1) 



T6: Prograa Direct QM 
Rag i on a 1 Director 



Nuabar Caaaa Coapllanca 
Non-Coapl lane* Parcant 
For Fiscal YTP Fiscal TTO 



90 X 



Unit 13( 

Unit 14( 

Unit 15( 

Un 1 1 1 6 ( 

Unit 18( 

Unit 19( 

Unit 81 ( 

Unit 22( 
Tot a 1 ( 

Unit 13( 
Unit 14( 
Unit 15( 

JJnlt 16( 
Unit I7< 
Unit 19( 

_Unit 8i( 
Total C 



81 X 



UCRaqulra Unit C8( 1) 

Tot. ( * i )" 



Unit 13( 
Unit \4{ 
Unit 1S( 
_Unit 16( 
Unit T?C 
Unit 10( 
Unit 19( 
Unit 81 ( 
Unit 88( 
Total ( 



18) 

17) 
11) 

8) 
30) 
14) 

3) 
107) 

18) 
14) 
18) 

9) 

1 ) 
16) 

J ft) 
88) 

39) 
" 33) 
87) 
87) 
9T 
4) 
_55) 
33) 
10) 
837) 



89 X 



91 X 



76 X 



10) No prior/cone 
Jjrront approval 



58 / 190 



1 1 ) Para Plan not 
•fttabliahad 

18) No writtan fa 
ally caaa plan 

18a) Faa PoS not 
coaplatad in 



58 / 190 
58 / 190 
58/ 190 



Unit 16( 
Total ( 



4) 
4) 



100 X 
100 X 
100 X 
93 X 



'Jnit 16< 
_Jotal < 



5) 
5) 



100 X 

199 \i* 
100 X 



■ m. 
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Appendix Oil 



Service Control Compliance Report 

This report was designed after the State Office Service Control Com- 
pliance Report. It contains all the information required by State Office. 

Included in this report is a listing of all service control standards. 
For each standard, the report indicates total cases read, total cases that 
were not applicable and total cases that were applicable, number of cases that 
were in compliance and number of cases in non-compliance, and the compliance 
percentage on cases applicable. 

This report can be generated for any period of time; that is, one month, 
three months, etc., and will be generated on request. Copies will be sent to 
State Office, Regional Director and Program Directors. 
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BPR670 • 09/03/86 
tport Raflacta ALL unit* 



TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - NACOGDOCHES * TEXAS 
Sarvica Control Coaplianca Report 
05/01/86 - 07/31/86 



Alt 



vs 

■7 lot 



S'TVtC* 

Control 
Standard 



10) No prlor/conc 
urrant approval 

11 ) Para) Plan not 
aatabllahad 

12) No writtan fa 
ally caaa plan 



12a) Faa POS not 
coaplatad in 

12b) Faa) P08: Pro 
blaaa not 



12c) Faa) POS: r #a 
aonabla 

12d) Fas POS: Nac 
aaaary changaa 

12a) Faa) POS: Nac 
aaaary sarylcaa 

ISf) Fas POS: Rol 
•a _ 

12g) Fas POS: Tla 
a Halt for 



Total 
1 12 
112 
112 
112 
112 
112 
1 12 
t 12 
1 12 
1 12 



Nuabar 
Casas 



78 
78 
78 
81 
78 
78 
78 
78 
78 
78 



12h) Faa POS: pi« i 12 
n for pirint 

121) Faa POS: Fin 112 
anclal aupport 

12 j ) Faa POS: Con 1 12 

dltlona of court 

12k) Faa POS: Con 1 12 

aaquancaa if no 

121) Faa POS: Not 1 12 
algnad by 



13) Faa POS: R #v 
Uwtd avary 



112 



78 
78 
86 
78 
78 
19 



14a ) PI acaaant no 
t laaat raatrlc- 



1 12 



78 



Nuabar 
of Caata 



34 
34 
34 
31 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 



34 
34 
26 
34 
34 
93 



34 



Nuaber of 
Casaa in 
Coao llano 

34 

34 

34 

31 

34 

34 

31 

31 

31 

34 

34 

34 

26 

34 

25 

91 

34 



Nuabar of 
Caaaa in 

Non-Compllanct 



0 

3 
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Formula for Calculating Workload Expectations 

This report was developed to help the supervisor and specialist deter- 
mine an appropriate caseload mix and to set reasonable workload expectations, 
based on the CPS workload standards, for generic caseload. 

The report is generated for individual workers for a monthly caseload. 
The percentages used are variable figures and can be changed, if necessary, 
when generating the report. 

The average quality rating is based on the reading guides that were com- 
pleted on cases that were worked during the month of the report. 

This report can be run as requested. 
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*BPS800* Formula for Calculating Uorkload Expectations 

For Generic Caseloads 09/03/86 
For Period 07/01/86-07/31/86 
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APPENDIX D 
Programming Process 



PROGRAMMING SEQUENCE 

Coding for the tracking system began with the intake and inves- 
tigation part of the system. The decision to start at intake was made 
because it was one of the primary needs of regional staff. The 
ability to monitor compliance with a multitude of intake standards 
is extremely important for unit management as well as regional 
management. The methodology for data collection as well as output 
reports was completed toward the end of the first year of operation, 
and coding began on the system during the first project year. 

Following intake, the in-home system was brought up, which in 
and of itself took care of the data collection instrument, the in-home 
reading guide. Conservatorship and minimum standards were 
brought up last on the system because they are the most complex 
part, involving numerous federal/state standards. 

Following the building of the data collection mechanisms and 
files for data storage, the preliminary worker performance report 
was the first output report which really detailed any levels of com- 
pliance with standards. This report involved a significant amount 
of code due to the compliance exception strategy, which does not 
fault workers for situations beyond their control. 

The next item up on the agenda was the final performance 
report, which at the worker level reflects only compliance per- 
centages that the worker is accountable for. The preliminary report 
and the final report constitute the direct delivery component of the 
tracking system. All additional output reports are in support of the 
preliminary and final performance report. 

Next to be brought up on the system was the supervisor's case 
reading tickler, which takes all of the tracking of case reading out 
of the supervisors hands and places it with the computer. This 
automation assists line supervisors by telling them one month in ad- 
vance what they are required to read the following month, allowing 
them to plan their schedules for case reading around the amount of 
reading that is required. 

The aggregate/quarterly compliance reports indicate regional 
statistics at the unit and regional levels. One of the compliance 
reports will take the place of the state office report for service 
control. It was patterned after the state office report and contains 
all information required by the state office in addition to data that 
will assist managers in the region in running the program. 

The final report that was written is a workload m^sure report 
based on the report that comes out of the PSFC Branch; the PSFC 
report details workload measures as shown by the statewide time 
study. A significant addition to the workload measures formula has 
been made by adding an aggregate quality rating to intake/ 
investigation, in-home services, and conservatorship cases. With this 
aggregate quality rating the region will be able to determine with 
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hard data how many cases of each type a worker can handle while 
maintaining an adequate quality of service. 



PROBLEMS WITH PROGRAMMING 

Several aspects of programming proved somewhat complex. The 
most complex aspect involved the granting or denial of compliance 
exceptions on the worker's final performance report. This process 
involves temporary file maintenance and updating at the time that 
the report is batched. This problem was further complicated by the 
specification that a true accounting at the regional level of all non- 
compliances had to be maintained at the same time. 

Another complex aspect of programming was the several 
hundred standards that had to be tracked. The large numbers made 
it burdensome to set up the necessary screens and files to maintain 
the system. 

Another major complication in the programming of the system 
came from the fact that the consultant was unable to provide as 
many hours as the region requested in the first part of the second 
project year. The estimate of hours required was very close, but his 
inability to program during a critical time set the project behind. 
The complexity of the system and the program specifications were 
not the reason for the delay in bringing the system up on time. 



INTERACTION WITH THE PROGRAMMER 

The primary responsibility for interacting with the consulting 
programmer on this project was given to the system operator. She 
had worked very closely with the programmer over a five-year 
period as other parts of the MIS were brought up. Her knowledge of 
the computer system coupled with this relationship, was a benefit 
during the programming effort, which proceeded with very few 
misunderstandings. To a lesser degree, the project director and the 
system manager also worked with the' programmer on program 
specifications, and they detailed the mathematics involved in com- 
puting compliance percentages. 
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